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	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 manuscript focus on translation of Chinese four-character terms in Traditional Chinese Medicine texts, it’s a highly specialized interdisciplinary field that integrates knowledge from Traditional Chinese Medicine, linguistics, and Chinese culture. It holds certain research significance.
	

	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.


	Not comprehensive enough. I suggest to explicitly present the core contributions of this manuscript in the abstract paragraph.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, The problem studied is real and meaningful, and the overall direction of the paper is correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Acceptable. I suggest to reference papers about ‘Domain-specified machine translation via LLMs’
	

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


	Not very well. This manuscript has some noticeable formatting issues, such as inconsistent font sizes and line spacing, inconsistency in the formatting of reference [17] compared to previous entries, and the lack of hyperlinks in the references, etc. The language is not concise enough and lacks professionalism (perhaps it is because the author is not from a computer science background?)
	

	Optional/General comments


	I suggest to briefly provide the calculation formulas for the BLEU and TER scores in the Result chapter. I remember that the BLEU score does not need to be normalized and is not limited to the range of 0 to 1. Moreover, there are many different implementations of the BLEU score, and formulas need to be written to avoid ambiguity.
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