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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.

	The manuscript deals with a condition (Alzheimer’s disease) which is highly prevalent and burdensome, combines mechanistic insights with current and emerging translational therapeutic strategies, and holds significant relevance to the neuroscientific and clinical communities, systematically connects core pathogenic pathways (amyloid, tau, neuroinflammation, vascular and genetic factors) with biomarker frameworks such as AT(N) to refine biologically grounded approaches to early diagnosis and disease staging, and provides an update on disease-modifying, gene- and cell-based, and digital/device-based interventions that will inform future research design and clinical trial stratification.
	



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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	



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.
	The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the dual focus of the manuscript, it effectively conveys that the work is a mechanistic, therapy-oriented review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is typically very thorough, covering background, key pathogenic mechanisms (amyloid, tau, neuroinflammation, genetics), advances in biomarkers (including AT(N)), and the spectrum of symptomatic, disease‑modifying, and emerging therapies, as well as prevention and translational gaps, and while some long sentences and density of information affect readability, it still clearly conveys the scope and structure of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript seems to be scientifically accurate, describing mechanisms, biomarkers, and therapeutic approaches consistent with current understanding of Alzheimer's disease. But in some places the narrative is quite brief and could better distinguish clearly established evidence from emerging or preclinical findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are generally sufficient and include many recent and relevant citations, including sources from 2020–2025 that reflect current advances in AD mechanisms, biomarkers, and therapies. But few sections such as digital/device‑based interventions, gene and cell‑based therapies would benefit from adding a few more and recent clinical trial or consensus guideline references to better support key statements and distinguish preclinical from clinical evidence.
	

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

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

	Since it’s a review article no ethical issue is apparent.
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