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PART 1: Review Comments

Compulsory REVISION comments

Reviewer's comment

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. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

This manuscript holds significant value for the scientific community as it addresses a critical gap in
current research and offers novel insights that could drive future studies in the field. The topic is highly
relevant, and the findings contribute to advancing understanding in an area that has implications for
both theoretical knowledge and practical applications.

Thank you for your valuable comments.

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

YES

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 is generally comprehensive, providing a clear overview of the study's
objectives, methods, key findings, and implications.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

YES

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

This manuscript appears to be scientifically robust and technically sound due to its comprehensive
methodology, clear hypothesis, and well-supported data. The authors have employed appropriate
experimental techniques and statistical analyses, ensuring the reliability of their results. Additionally,
the literature review is thorough, demonstrating a solid understanding of the current state of research in
the field and effectively contextualizing the study’s contributions. The findings are presented with
clarity.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

The references in the manuscript appear to be generally sufficient, covering key studies in the field and
providing a solid foundation for the research.

Minc;r REVISION comments

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

YES

Optional/General comments
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