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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This review is a summary of TTO Technology. The quality of the manuscript is ver good. 

It's a high quality review. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The article “ Tibial Tubercle Osteotomy in Revision Total Knee Arthroplasty: A 

Systematic Review” is well written and worthy of publication with some minor revision 

albeit a similar review has been published earlier in January 2018 ( Archives of 

orthopaedic and trauma surgery) The following points should be considered for revision: 

(1) The authors have mentioned has mentioned the cut off dates for the articles for 

inclusion but not a time period.  (2) Coleman methodology score less than 55 should 

not be included in the review as the authors have mentioned only the mean score of the 

included studies. Also, one study which was low quality using Modified Delphi 

technique by Moga should be excluded. (3) The previous similar systematic review in 

2018, mentions the complication rates of 3.8 to 20%. So what is different in this analysis 

that shows the complication rates below 6.5%? (4) The article mentions the pre-operative 

and postoperative ROM and extension of the knee, but are these the mean values? Some 

studies in the table do not show pre-operative ROM  or extension values, then is that 

justified to include them for the mean values? (5) Inclusion of Forest plot would 

definitely be helpful. (6) Page 8 mentions that Non-union is extremely rare. Kindly drop 

the word “extremely” as the non union rate is close to 2%. Also, mean time for union in 

infected and non infected knees should be included in the tables. (7) Did TTO help in 

eradication of infection in RTKA? 
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