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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.

	Given that age-related macular degeneration is one of the main causes of visual loss, this manuscript tackles a significant issue. It provides a concise summary of how gene therapy could modify existing therapy by minimizing the need for repeated injections.
The summary of delivery methods, vectors, and clinical trials makes it a helpful resource for both researchers and clinicians.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title fits the content of the paper well, but I would suggest a small change.
Using “AMD” instead of “ARMD” would make it more in line with current terminology and easier for readers to connect with the wider literature. A simple alternative could be: “Precision Gene Therapy: A Transformative Approach to Treat Age-related Macular Degeneration (AMD).”
	

	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 gives a good overall picture of the manuscript and covers the key themes of gene therapy in AMD. It is clear, but I think it could be improved by adding one or two concrete details like mentioning a trial or therapy that shows the promise of gene therapy in AMD. Adding a short closing line that clearly states the main message or benefit for patients would also make it more impactful.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, YES – The manuscript is well-researched and presents a clear overview of gene therapy for ARMD. It would benefit from a clearer distinction between dry and wet forms of the disease and a bit more explanation of how AAV vectors and CRISPR-Cas9 work in the retina. Adding a few references to recent clinical trials would strengthen the discussion on safety and long-term outcomes. Overall, it’s a strong and timely review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	References are generally adequate and cover key studies, but several are missing publication years or are outdated. The introduction, in particular, relies on single citations per paragraph. Adding more recent studies from 2022–2025, especially on RGX-314, ADVM-022, and CRISPR-Cas9 in retinal gene therapy, would strengthen context and support claims on efficacy, safety, and long-term outcomes.
	

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

	The language is understandable but require moderate revision for grammar.
Issues with the repetition of the sentences  (e.g., long long-term expression) , inconsistent punctuation should be corrected to improve clarity and readability. There should not be any overly-promotional terms like “futuristic” or “visionary” and replace them with neutral, evidence-based wording (e.g., emerging approaches, investigational therapies).
	

	Optional/General comments

	Overall, this is a timely and well-researched manuscript on gene therapy for ARMD. Clarifying dry vs. wet ARMD, explaining gene therapy mechanisms more clearly, updating references, and addressing minor language and figure issues would make it even stronger and publication-ready.
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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)

No major ethical concerns arise from this manuscript itself. However, it’s important to clearly reference all cited clinical trials and to emphasize that some gene therapy approaches, especially for dry ARMD and CRISPR-based strategies, are still experimental.
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