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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific and rehabilitation community because it consolidates the most recent advances in knee–ankle–foot orthosis technology for post-polio residual paralysis, a condition that continues to affect thousands of long-term survivors worldwide. By comparing traditional KAFOs with emerging stance-control and microprocessor-based systems, it provides clinicians, engineers, and researchers with a clear understanding of how modern orthotic designs can meaningfully improve gait, reduce compensatory patterns, and enhance quality of life. The review also highlights technological gaps, material innovations, and the need for cost-effective solutions, thereby offering direction for future research and device development. Overall, this work adds valuable evidence to an under-studied field and supports more informed decision-making in both clinical practice and biomechanical engineering.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes, it conveys the topic and identifies it as a systematic review 

Advancements would be better term

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract provides a good overview of the topic and touches on background, objective, methods, results, and conclusion. However, it currently lacks precision, has grammatical issues, and misses some essential features expected in a systematic review abstract (especially by journals like Advances in Research).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	A systematic review abstract must mention:

Databases searched

Time frame

Inclusion criteria (brief)

Number of studies included

You haven’t stated how many studies were finally included.

Results – 

Right now, results are too general. Adding quantitative outcomes (even 1–2 key figures) improves scientific strength.

Avoid repetitions - The abstract repeats ideas on gait parameters and patient satisfaction.

Add number of included studies (e.g., “20 studies met criteria”).

Add 1–2 specific numerical findings (gait velocity change, energy expenditure reduction).

Add the timeframe of search (e.g., “up to October 2025”).

Briefly mention PRISMA compliance.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	a significant portion of the list consists of older biomechanical or historical engineering references (e.g., 1978, 1987, early 2000s).

That’s fine for background, but a systematic review needs more high-quality clinical studies from the last 5–7 years.
Suggested ref - Kobayashi T. et al., 2018–2021 series on stance-control KAFOs

They published multiple gait-analysis & energy cost papers on SCKAFO users, including polio survivors.

Direct relevance to PPRP gait energy expenditure.

Kannenberg A, Zacharias B. (2021). Microprocessor stance-control orthosis outcomes. Prosthet Orthot Int.

One of the biggest datasets on microprocessor KAFOs, including stair negotiation and stumble recovery.

Su Y. et al., 2019–2022 – Gait-phase detection in KAFOs

Modern sensors and AI-based algorithms improving orthotic control.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language and English expression in the manuscript are partially suitable for scholarly communication, but the paper requires substantial revision before it can meet the standard expected of a peer-reviewed scientific journal.
thorough language edit, ideally including:

Correction of grammar and syntax

Shortening of long paragraphs

Standardizing technical terms (KAFO, SCKAFO, microprocessor knee, etc.)

Improving transitions between sections
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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