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	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.


	The field of achondroplasia has quickly progressed from symptomatic management to precise molecular intervention, and this publication is significant for the scientific community since it reveals new therapeutic approaches that target the FGFR3 signaling pathway. It offers important information about next-generation, focused, and possibly safer treatments for pediatric patients by describing recent developments in highly selective FGFR3 tyrosine kinase inhibitors like vepugratinib and dabogratinib. Additionally, the publication fosters interdisciplinary cooperation between geneticists, pharmacologists, and pediatric endocrinologists by bridging molecular genetics with clinical innovation. All things considered, it provides a significant update that could direct future studies and the creation of treatments for uncommon skeletal dysplasias.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is lengthy and a little repetitious, but it provides useful information. Although the topic is clearly communicated, it might be made more impactful and succinct to better fit the style of a Letter to the Editor.
	

	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.


	This manuscript lacks a traditional abstract section because it is written as a letter to the editor. Currently, nevertheless, the opening paragraphs serve as an extended introduction or informal abstract. Although it does a good job of summarizing the genetic background, pathophysiology, and current therapeutic advancements in achondroplasia, it is a little long and thorough, with historical and molecular details that may be shortened to keep the letter format's desired focus.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the work demonstrates a solid grasp of the molecular mechanics, genetic underpinnings, and current therapeutic advancements in achondroplasia and is scientifically accurate. Current scientific literature is in line with the discussion of FGFR3 mutations, the pathophysiology of endochondral ossification, and novel targeted medicines like vepugratinib (LOXO-435) and dabogratinib (TYRA-300). The assertions' scientific validity is supported by recent (2023–2025) and relevant references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the manuscript's references are thorough, adequate, and remarkably current, covering the years 2023–2025, demonstrating a keen interest in the most recent research. The pathophysiology of achondroplasia, molecular genetics, and recent treatment advancements like vosoritide (Voxzogo), infigratinib, and next-generation FGFR3 inhibitors (dabogratinib and vepugratinib) have all been skillfully referenced by the author.

Nonetheless, a few small improvements and additions might make the reference section even stronger.
	

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


	Although the format is now more akin to a draft or extended synopsis than a polished Letter to the Editor, the material is solid and technically competent. A few phrases are colloquial or unsuitable for academic writing, and some sentences are grammatically incorrect, excessively lengthy, or repetitive.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

This manuscript appears to have no ethical problems.
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