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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments
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Authors should show how the sample size of 50 was determined; Sample
size formula should also be stated

How were the participants assigned to the two groups?

A study of this nature should have a flow chat

Authors should state the research hypothesis ‘null or alternate’ and state
whether it was rejected or accepted

The duration of each intervention was not stated by the authors

Authors should state the stroke subtypes prevalent in the study population
The inclusion criteria should indicate the age range of participants

The stroke duration range (acuteness or chronicity) of participants should be
stated

Authors were silent on obtaining consent from participants. It should be
stated in the manuscript.

Did the authors use research assistants? If yes what role did they play? If no
why ?

Revise (3) to read [3] to be in uniform with the others

Line 33, revise ‘amount’ to read * amounts’

Line 77, revise ‘Health Research and ethic committee’ to read ‘Health
Research and Ethic Committee’

Line 214, revise ‘efficacious PNF’ to read ‘efficacious than PNF’

Minor REVISION comments
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Optional/General comments

The study is interesting but the differences in baseline scores, the short duration of
intervention and the small sample size weakens the outcome.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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