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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 manuscript clearly explains new regenerative and cell-based treatments for arthritis. It shows their potential beyond symptom relief and discusses key challenges like lack of standard methods and long-term data. Overall, it is a useful resource for improving future arthritis treatments.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, relevant, and accurately reflects the content and scope of the paper.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract is well-structured and covers the key components, including background, aim, methods, findings, and conclusion. It clearly summarizes the scope and importance of regenerative therapies in arthritis. However, it could be more concise and slightly more focused to improve clarity and readability.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The keywords are appropriate, relevant, and well-aligned with the main themes of the manuscript

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The background information is sufficient and generally well organized, providing a clear understanding of arthritis and the need for regenerative therapies. 

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The objectives are clearly stated and well-defined, providing a clear direction for the manuscript. 

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is highly relevant and well-aligned with the topic. It includes appropriate and up-to-date studies covering key aspects of regenerative and cellular therapies in arthritis.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review includes recent and relevant studies, reflecting current advancements in regenerative therapies.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	8. Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The literature search methodology is mentioned but not described in sufficient detail. Providing more information on search strategies, databases used, and inclusion/exclusion criteria would improve transparency and reproducibility.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript includes critical analysis of the literature, discussing strengths, limitations, and variability in findings
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Research gaps and future directions are clearly identified, including issues like standardization, long-term data, and need for advanced clinical trials.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are logical and well-supported by the information presented in the manuscript.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The limitations of current therapies and the paper are well discussed, including heterogeneity, lack of standardization, and limited long-term evidence.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
References appear to be from relevant and peer-reviewed sources, though ensuring inclusion of more high-impact and recent studies could further strengthen quality.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, but minor improvements in grammar, sentence structure, and conciseness would enhance readability.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title of the article is suitable, as it clearly reflects the content and focus of the manuscript.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive as it clearly summarizes the main elements of the study, including the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusion in a well-structured manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically accurate and aligns well with the current understanding and research in the field of regenerative therapies for arthritis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are generally sufficient and include recent studies, providing adequate support to the content of the manuscript.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	There are no apparent ethical issues identified in this manuscript.
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript presents a comprehensive and timely review on regenerative and cellular therapies in arthritis, highlighting both the potential and current limitations of these approaches. The topic is relevant and of significant interest to the scientific and clinical community. While the overall quality is good, minor revisions are recommended to improve clarity, reduce redundancy, and enhance the description of the literature search methodology. With these improvements, the manuscript would be suitable for publication.
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