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	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Yes, the title is conceptually aligned. It will be better if you can divide into background, aim, method, result and conclusion.
	

	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 is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the article's rationale, methodology, findings, and implications. However, I suggest including only the core keywords (3-5 words) to avoid over-consumption.
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	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Regarding references, please use the APA 7th edition version, and use tools (Mendeley/Zotero) for citation. You can also add some references from the last 5-15 years in environmental, digital, and medical humanities are cited, especially in review of literature and discussion.
	

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


	Yes. The article is well-written, scholarly, and stylistically appropriate. But there are some grammatical errors, therefore it is necessary to proofread. For example, in abstract, I found “While faculty show enthusiasm for interdisciplinary innovation and students express a strong desire for relevance and future-oriented learning, structural rigidity, outdated syllabi, and a lack of institutional support continue to hinder reform.”, It must be “shows”
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