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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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 presents an innovative approach to pediatric prosthetic design by proposing a low-cost, 3D-printed knee joint, which is particularly relevant for low-resource settings and underserved populations. The concept has clear translational potential and addresses an important gap in accessibility to pediatric prosthetic solutions. However, despite its promising design, real-world implementation requires rigorous biomechanical, biochemical (material biocompatibility and long-term behavior), and physiological validation to ensure safety, durability, and functional efficiency in pediatric users.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement
1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 (Excellent)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 (Satisfactory)
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 (Satisfactory)
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 (Satisfactory)
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 (Satisfactory)
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 (Satisfactory)
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 (Satisfactory)
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
YES
	Include more quantitative data (e.g., comparative benchmarks, mechanical validation context).

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
PARTIALLY
Major issues:
Inconsistency in manufacturing method: 
Abstract/Methods → SLS 
Results → FDM 
Lack of experimental validation: 
No fatigue testing 
No cyclic loading 
No gait simulation 
Stress analysis is oversimplified (σ = F/A) and does not reflect real biomechanical loading (no bending moments, no multi-axial stress).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
NO
Suggestions:
Add recent (last 3–5 years) studies on: 
pediatric prosthetic knees 
additive manufacturing in orthotics/prosthetics 
biomechanical validation models 
Include systematic reviews/meta-analyses where possible.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	
NO
	





PART  3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
[bookmark: _GoBack]This manuscript introduces a promising and innovative low-cost solution for pediatric prosthetic knee design using 3D printing; however, it requires substantial strengthening before it can be considered for publication. Beyond the already noted limitations in mechanical validation and methodological consistency, the study lacks critical interdisciplinary depth. Specifically, the chemical composition and biocompatibility of PA12 nylon should be discussed in relation to potential physiological and biochemical responses of the body during prolonged use, even in non-invasive prosthetic interfaces. Furthermore, the manuscript does not adequately address how the proposed design accommodates the dynamic growth processes characteristic of pediatric users, which is a fundamental requirement in this population. The adaptation of the 3D-designed geometry to pediatric anatomical and physiological contours is also insufficiently justified, particularly given the significant morphological differences between pediatric and adult prosthetic designs. In addition, the absence of advanced computational biomechanical simulations (e.g., finite element analysis or dynamic joint modelling) limits the understanding of how the hinge mechanism behaves under realistic loading and movement conditions. Overall, while the concept is relevant and innovative, the study remains at a preliminary stage and would benefit from a more rigorous biomechanical, physiological, and material-based validation framework.
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