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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.
	The manuscript addresses a real gap in pediatric prosthetics: the lack of affordable, lightweight knee joints suitable for growing children, especially in low-resource settings. By exploring 3D printing with PA12 and a simplified single-axis design, this piece contributes to the ongoing dynamics toward customizable and cost-efficient prosthetic solutions. The work is most valuable as an early-stage engineering concept that can guide future research in additive manufacturing, pediatric biomechanics, and modular prosthetic design.
	





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
	
2
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	1
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	





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.
	The title is clear, specific, and reflects the core work (prototype + pediatric + 3D printed knee). However, it slightly oversells impact by implying clinical relevance without validation.
Please, remove ambiguity and aligns with the fact that this is still a design/prototype study, not a clinically validated device
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
It is missing methodological clarity (no clear testing protocol), limitations are not mentioned and claim of “clinically viable” are made without clinical data.
There seems inconsistency in fabrication method (SLS vs FDM appears later)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Fabrication contradiction like in Methods SLS (PA12) is mentioned while in Results FDM with nylon filament is mentioned. These two are not interchangeable processes.
Stress analysis is weak. It doesn’t mention area value, boundary conditions, loading scenario (static vs gait cycle phases), safety factors as well as no fatigue analysis is done.
Claims without evidence are made like  “biocompatibility”, “ergonomic compatibility” are not tested. “stance-phase control” doesn’t describe its mechanism validation and no clinical trial is done to make it “clinically viable” – that is claimed multiple times in the manuscript.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Heavy reliance on old Andrysek studies (2004–2009)
Limited recent prosthetics + additive manufacturing literature
Missing key domains like ISO prosthetic standards, fatigue testing studies or pediatric gait biomechanics (recent)
	

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

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

	Misleading clinical implication like false claims of “clinically viable”  and “ that it enhances mobility” But No human testing or clinical validation has been done.
ethical statement for future human trials is missing in the manuscript
Safety risk not addressed
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