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	By The Author “This study examines the integration of IGP and BGP protocols within a unified MPLS architecture to enhance scalability, resilience, and manageability of modern network infrastructures”- it empathizes that MPLS holds IGP and BGP. But MPLS is a technique that is used by BGP or IGP. Later said “The scientific novelty of this work lies in synthesizing the advantages of IGP and BGP to create a unified MPLS architecture”. 
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	Abstract and Introduction could be explained within 4 to 5 lines. MPLS is irrevelatent with “IGP and BGP integration” 
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	“IGP and BGP integration” process is not explained by coding a Router or is not explained although it is possible or not.
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IGP and BGP and MPLS all are explained previously by the researchers before. But the term “IGP and BGP integration” is new term.
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