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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 (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 is a well structured critical and timely issue. Dementia research is Eurocentric and we are in need of very clear population based different metrics for diagnosis, prognosis and catgeorise demetia. The framework is well reasoned.
The problem occurs at references section. Which needs major correction.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The name is very clear, descriptive and reflects the content of the manuscript in entirety
	

	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.


	Abstract is comprehensive. Touches every corner of the manuscript. Clearly outlines the problem and synthesises the solution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The arguments made in the text are logical and scientifically correct. Genetic markers are well explained with good examples like APOE.
But the citations are at many places are out of context. And mismatching undermines the scientific credibility of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References seem recent but multiple unrelated references can be seen.
e.g. reference 29. 35, 51, etc.
And some duplicates like 21, 22 are seen and in this context not sufficient.
	

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


	Very sophisticated quality. Higly logical and easy to follow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The Figure 1 description suggests a very useful conceptual framework. If the authors can fix the reference/bibliography issues, this will be a high-quality addition to the journal. The section on "Clinical and Scientific Impact" is particularly strong in linking research to policy.


	


	PART  2: 



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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Inclusion of irrelevant references raises concern of citation manipulation or extreme negligence,
may be for artificially inflating the citation counts of specific unrelated papers or using AI tools.
Need an explanantion for the above.
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