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ABSTRACT 
Methods: you did not mention the inclusion criteria. 
Conclusion: which “patient’s psychological state”? 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Your numbering of References is weird. Can you follow the order of appearance in text? 
27-28: can you precise how elevated are the risks (with a Reference)? 
34: “his family”, can you precise why is it “catastrophic”? With a Reference? 
39: “We aim to provide” instead of “This systematic review creates…” 
 
METHODOLOGY 
I’d rather “Material and Methods” or only “Methods” for this title section. 
44: replace “comprehensive” by “systematic”. 
45-46: erase “This systematic.review”. 
47: “until December”. 
 
RESULTS 
Same comment for the numbering of References. 
Did not you want to make an analysis of he results of the 23 studies here? This is a major problem in your study: you did not 
compare the results (numbers and tables) in this section. 
 
DISCUSSION 
92-93: what do you mean “This decision might be influenced…family member”? Without reference link, and what is the point in 
this study? 
136: which ones have not? 
226-227: which kind of collagens and proteoglycan polymorphisms are associated? 
227-228: “morphology, family lifestyle…” what is this? No explanation and no reference link 
239: what is “poor knee function” exactly? IKDC score, ROM, other? 
250-251: erase “which carries obvious repercussions, and”. 
270: “Sonnery-Cottet”. 
 
CONCLUSION 
361-365: you may erase This study…PRISMA guidelines” because it was previously mentioned, and is not for the Conclusion 
section. 
366-371: these sentences are for the Discussion section 
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