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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 chapter provides essential clinical clarity on a commonly misunderstood distinction between knee extensor lag and knee extension lack (contracture)—two conditions that influence rehabilitation decisions but are often used interchangeably.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title "Knee Extensor Lag versus Lack: Understanding the Difference" is appropriate, accurate, and reflects the content.
	

	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.

	The abstract is well-structured and informative. However, a suggestion would be to briefly mention clinical significance and target audience at the end.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound, evidence-based, and clinically oriented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Mostly Yes, but two additional recent and relevant references could strengthen the review, especially in clinical assessment.
	

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

	

Yes, the language is mostly scholarly and well-articulated.


	

	Optional/General comments

	We suggest the manuscript qualifies for Minor Revision after incorporating above-mentioned improvements.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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