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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.
	This manuscript provides a comprehensive and interdisciplinary overview of the biochemical mechanisms underlying major degenerative diseases, making it a valuable contribution to the scientific community. By integrating insights from genetics, immunology, pharmacology, and molecular biology, it enhances our understanding of disease pathogenesis and potential therapeutic targets. The detailed analysis of drug metabolism, receptor biology, and novel biomaterials for treatment opens avenues for translational research and clinical innovation. As degenerative diseases continue to rise globally, this work serves as a timely and informative
resource for researchers, clinicians, and pharmaceutical scientists alike.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title "The Chemistry of the Degenerative Disease" is suitable, as it accurately reflects the manuscript’s focus on the chemical and molecular foundations of degenerative
diseases. It effectively conveys the scientific angle and the broad scope of the content covered.
	

	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.
	The abstract of the article offers a good overview of the manuscript's scope, highlighting key areas such as genetics, immunology, metabolism, and therapeutic strategies. However, it could benefit from a few refinements:
1. Clarify the focus – The abstract could be more precise in specifying which degenerative diseases are covered, rather than listing them broadly later in the text.
2. Highlight key findings or insights – Adding a sentence or two about notable
mechanisms or therapeutic approaches discussed would enhance the abstract’s depth.
3. Improve structure and flow – Some sentences are a bit long and could be tightened for better readability. For instance, splitting the longer sentences about treatment strategies and risk factors would make the abstract clearer.
In summary, while the abstract is informative, refining its focus and clarity would make it more impactful and reader-friendly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and well-researched. It presents up-to- date information supported by relevant references, covering molecular mechanisms, genetic contributions, biochemical pathways, and therapeutic strategies related to degenerative diseases. The inclusion of figures, chemical structures, and citations adds to the scientific rigor. While some areas might benefit from clearer phrasing or more concise explanations, the
core scientific content is accurate and appropriately detailed for a specialized audience.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript includes a substantial number of references, many of which are from reputable journals and recent years, reflecting current research and developments. This demonstrates a strong effort to ground the discussion in up-to-date scientific literature. However, a few sections—particularly those discussing drug repositioning strategies and biomaterials for
cartilage replacement—could benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies published in the last two to three years to reinforce their relevance and timeliness.
	




	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	
The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript effectively uses technical terminology and scientific expressions appropriate for its audience. However, there are occasional grammatical issues, awkward phrasing, and overly long sentences that could be refined for clarity and readability. A careful round of language editing—particularly focusing on sentence structure and punctuation—would improve the overall flow and make the text more polished and professional.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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