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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 (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.


	I think the relevance of this topic should be emphasized more in the introduction of the article. It is true that most of the disease in today’s world are neuroscientific diseases. In that regard, this topic is important, and it seems the author is touching upon a more recently discovered aspect of this topic – from the perspective of tRNA and their newly discovered functions. However, this importance could be shown more numerically and with facts from different credible sources. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think the expression “Good, the bad, and the ugly” should be removed since it renders and informal sensation to the title itself as if it were a magazine article. Rather, I would suggest:
Exploration of (or Exploring) tRNA function from a Central Nervous System and Neuroscientific Perspective
	

	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.


	Yes. It is organized and the flow is easy to follow. However, there a few grammatical mistakes. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The keywords below the abstract should be written in an alphabetical order, not randomly. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are references from a broad range of years, spanning from 1999 to 2024. Therefore, it could be said that data from older articles are not in contradiction with the conclusions from more recent years. This wide range actually proves the gradual shift in the scientific community and their perspective toward the mentioned topic. 
	

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


	In the abstract, “versatility aiding it’s participation” ( it should be its not it’s. In the next sentence as well, Also, tRNA's acts ( it should be tRNAs not tRNA’s. 

There should be a space between the sentences in the following sections in the abstract ( “the genes involved.The”  & “folding disorders.Given.”

Again, in the abstract the “a” should be an “an” ( “them a epithet of “Swiss army knife”.”
	

	Optional/General comments


	Some titles are bold, some are not. They should be uniform in that sense. I would NOT suggest the author to use informal, colloquial expressions, such as “Good, bad and the ugly” in the title of the article, “Swiss-army knife” and “double-edged sword” in the headings of this scientific review article since they sound informal and non-professional. 
There are abnormally long spaces between some headings and body paragraphs of the previous section. Those should be corrected. 

Although the review article states that the focus of this review would be on Central Nervous System perspective, the majority of the article focuses on biological aspects of tRNAs and its types rather than neuroscientific and CNS perspective. Either the title should be revised to “Exploration of tRNA function from Neuroscientific and Biological perspectives.” OR the paper should focus and emphasize more on the central nervous system’s relation with tRNA function. 

I think the paper needs a few revisions regarding title and heading wording. There should also be minor revisions on grammar and sentence structures. But when these modifications are made, the overall paper has good biological and scientific focus, very detailed
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No. 
	


Reviewer details:

Deniz Cenikli, University of Pennsylvania, USA
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

