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	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 would make a significant contribution to the scientific community and the findings might stimulate future research in musculoskeletal disorders focusing on specific ligament-specific interventions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	 The study title addresses all the key variables but it needs improved clarity and grammatical correction
	

	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.


	 Sample size inconsistent – The abstract reports study with 80 participants, but in the results section it reports 14 participants.  

Unclear Conclusion – The phrase which states “somewhat more satisfied and effective” is scientifically weak and informal.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The research question is clinically relevant and meaningful, minor revision is required in statistical methodology,  data consistency, interpretation of results and ethical reporting .
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes it is sufficient
	

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


	 The English language is below the standard quality required for peer-reviewed journals. For scholarly publication it needs substantial revision  
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major revision required in language and clarity issues
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Yes, in the manuscript there are significant ethical issues like vague report on Ethical Approval, Inconsistent informed Consent and Discrepancy in Sample Size 
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues in the manuscript
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism  suspected
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