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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 addresses a clinically and scientifically relevant topic that has direct implications for public health and medical practice. Its findings contribute to ongoing discussions in the field and provide useful insights that could guide further research, clinical decision-making, and patient management. The work also fills certain knowledge gaps and may inspire interdisciplinary collaboration. Overall, the study has value for the scientific community, especially for those working in related clinical and biomedical fields.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the central theme but is slightly lengthy and could be made more concise. Suggested: Concise version emphasizing the key variable/outcome
	

	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.


	Abstract is too descriptive and lacks a clear background → objective → methods → results → conclusion flow
Suggestions:
· Ensure numerical results and statistical significance are explicitly mentioned.
· Reduce repetition of background information.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound, though some areas require clearer explanations (e.g., methodology details, statistical analysis rationale).

Minor corrections in interpretation of results and consistency in terminology are recommended.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references are relevant, but some are outdated.
· It would be beneficial to add more recent studies (last 5 years) from high-impact journals to strengthen the literature review.

· Suggested additions: recent systematic reviews/meta-analyses in the same domain.
· References are not in a standard journal style (APA, Vancouver, etc.).
· Some citations are missing DOIs or proper formatting.
	

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


	· The language is understandable but inconsistent.
· Common issues: mixture of upper and lower case in keywords, occasional grammatical errors, and long, complex sentences.

· Recommendation: Professional editing for grammar, style, and conciseness to meet scholarly communication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Ensure all abbreviations are defined at first mention. Abbreviations (e.g., NASH, HBV and HCV) not defined at first use.

· The keywords are written in a mixture of upper and lower case (e.g., Yakrut rogas, kamala), this inconsistency breaks the standard manuscript formatting.

· Figures and tables should be checked for clarity and consistency in formatting.
· Consider reorganizing the discussion to highlight clinical relevance and future research implications
more explicitly.
Overall, the manuscript has potential but would benefit from language polishing, updated references, and improved abstract focus.

Here are the main issues needs ‘Major revision’

I noticed:
1. Frequent grammatical errors and awkward phrasing reduce clarity.
2. Overuse of passive voice instead of active, concise sentences.
3. Inconsistent tense usage (switching between past and present).
4. Headings and subheadings are not consistently formatted.
5. Tables/figures (if included) are not well-labeled or formatted according to publication standards.
6. Abstract is too descriptive and lacks a clear background → objective → methods → results → conclusion flow.

7. Introduction is not sharply focused—too broad, with some irrelevant details.
8. Methods section is unclear: lacks details on sample size justification, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and statistical methods.

9. Results are descriptive but lack statistical analysis (e.g., p-values, confidence intervals).
10. Tables/graphs (if any) are not adequately explained in the text.
11. Discussion repeats result instead of interpreting them
12. Weak linkage to previous studies—needs more literature comparison.
13. Conclusions are overstated compared to the actual findings.
14. Outdated references (many more than 5–10 years old).
15. References are not in a standard journal style (APA, Vancouver, etc.).
16. Some citations are missing DOIs or proper formatting.
17. In-text citation style inconsistent.
18. Some sections contain jargon without explanation.
19. Abbreviations (e.g., NASH, HBV and HCV) not defined at first use.
20. The keywords are written in a mixture of upper and lower case (e.g., Yakrut rogas, kamala), this inconsistency breaks the standard manuscript formatting.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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