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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 holds importance for the scientific community as it tackles a crucial issue within the global pharmaceutical sector—ensuring the precise and safe conveyance of drug information through high-quality translations. By methodically examining errors in machine translation using the Multidimensional Quality Metrics (MQM) model, the study provides a structured insight into the difficulties of translating Chinese pharmaceutical instructions. The suggested pre-editing techniques offer practical solutions to improve translation dependability, which contributes to safer drug usage and enhanced compliance with regulations worldwide. Furthermore, this research pushes forward the use of translation quality frameworks in specialized fields, setting the stage for future interdisciplinary investigations in healthcare and language technologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, It is Suitable and captures the focus areas of the study
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and addresses the reasons behind the study, the methods used, the results obtained, and the significance of the findings. Nonetheless, there are aspects that could be enhanced.
Suggestion- Add brief implications: How can the findings influence practice or future research?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound in its objectives, methodology, and conclusions
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No

· Sun, Y. C., & Yang, F. Y. (2023). Exploring the process and strategies of Chinese–English abstract writing using machine translation tools. Journal of scholarly publishing, 54(2), 260-289.
· Paul, B., Rudrapal, D., Chakma, K., & Jamatia, A. (2024). Multimodal Machine Translation Approaches for Indian Languages: A Comprehensive Survey. Journal of Universal Computer Science (JUCS), 30(5).

· Xue-yao, Z. H. A. N. G. (2025). A Review of Research on Pre-editing of Machine Translation. Journal of Literature and Art Studies, 15(1), 36-43.


	

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


	Yes-Moderate
	

	Optional/General comments


	Section 2 and 3 address pertinent background literature and could be more impactful if combined into one section named "Related Work." This would enhance the flow, decrease repetition, and offer a more coherent summary of studies relevant to your research.

Please do not insert the image of the table. Instead, recreate and format your own version of Table 1 titled "MQM Framework" using standard table formatting.
The manuscript does not present any evaluation metrics or baseline comparisons to demonstrate the efficacy of the suggested pre-editing techniques. It is advised to conduct a small-scale assessment—contrasting translations with and without pre-editing—utilizing metrics such as BLEU or MQM scores. This would offer objective proof of enhancement and bolster the validity of the study.

In conclusion, State concrete gains – add a sentence with any numbers (e.g., “pre-editing cut terminology errors by 35 %”); this makes the benefit tangible.
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