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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

1. The purpose of the study and the issues to be resolved 

by the study were not stated clearly in this manuscript. I 

cannot understand what the authors meant by examining 

differences in fall risks between females with and 

without knee pain.  

2. Also, I cannot understand the implications of the study. 

What impact does the study have?  

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. How did the authors select the 392 subjects from the 

964 individuals?  The authors should show selection 

criterion.  

2. What is the background of study subjects? Ambulatory 

patients (outpatients) or general population? 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

1. Since I cannot understand the purpose and the impact 

of this study, I cannot evaluate the value of this 

manuscript.  

2. Information shown in the Table 1 is too much and so 

complex. Instead, easily comprehensible figures will help 

readers to understand implications of Table 1. 
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