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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 valuable insights that contribute to the advancement of scientific knowledge in its respective field. By addressing a key research gap, it advances our understanding of [specific topic or phenomenon]. The findings presented here have the potential to inform future research, guide practical applications, and stimulate further scientific discussion. As a result, this work represents a significant step forward for researchers and professionals working in this field.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes it is
	

	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.


	Here are my suggestions for improving the abstract:
1. Comprehensiveness: Ensure that all key elements of the study—such as the research objective, methodology, main findings, and conclusion—are clearly and concisely presented.

2. Clarity and Conciseness: If there are redundant phrases or overly complex sentences, simplifying them can improve readability.

3. Key Findings Emphasis: If the abstract does not strongly highlight the most significant results, consider making them more explicit.

4. Scope and Impact: Ensure the abstract conveys the broader implications of the research.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Here are my observations:
1. Factual Accuracy: The manuscript appears to be well-researched, but I need to verify specific claims against scientific literature to confirm their accuracy. 

2. Logical Consistency: The arguments and conclusions should follow from the presented data. 

3. Methodology: Here are my observations:

4. Factual Accuracy: The manuscript appears to be well-researched, but I need to verify specific claims against scientific literature to confirm their accuracy. Are there particular sections you are concerned about?

5. Logical Consistency: The arguments and conclusions should follow from the presented data. If any assumptions or interpretations seem weak, I can highlight them for revision.

6. Methodology: If the manuscript includes experimental or analytical methods, I can evaluate whether they align with standard scientific practices.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  Sufficiency – The number of references adequately supports the claims in the manuscript.
  Recency – The majority of references are recent (typically within the last 5–10 years, unless citing foundational work).

  Relevance – The references are directly related to the topic and are from credible sources (peer-reviewed journals, books, or reputable sources).


	

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


	Grammar & Syntax: Generally understandable but there are some grammatical errors and unnecessary words that could be corrected to improve clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript covers a relevant and well-defined research topic.

The methodology is mostly sound, but minor refinements may improve clarity.

The references support the study, but updating some older ones could enhance credibility.
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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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