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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.


	The authors of this manuscript have an ambitious objective and draw on an intriguing dataset of this significant topic. But this work was not enjoyable to read at all, because of this wholly insufficiently organized and explained. Although this work was difficult to read, it has lots of important details. The authors were proposed impressive handling goals, but they were fall inadequately in their presentation and explanation.  The manuscript in its current form suffers from several fundamental flaws that preclude its publication. These issues must be thoroughly addressed in a major revision.
	

	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.


	In your abstract part, your accomplishments were not well summarized. This section should therefore be reorganized to briefly present your uniqueness goals and the achieved numerical results. Repetitive words and phrases should be avoided in order to condense the concept.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the introduction goes into great length to explain your concept and goals, it could be more effective if it focused on the novelty and knowledge gap. Your goals and hypotheses are clear, but they might be strengthened by referencing earlier studies. The introduction might go into greater detail about the ways in which the current work is different from previous written works.

The impact and readability of the manuscript can be improved by clarifying, expanding, or improving several of the ideas in the methodological section. There are several methods that require clarification, further justification, and deeper analysis. It is important for the writers to mention the sources which supplied the standard protocols and each analysis. National and international standards that are applicable to the study should be cited by the writers. You should include your schematics, images, and tables because it is hard to comprehend all of the complicated procedures and every detail of your results.

Which statistical application was utilized? The statistical software used should be identified in the statistical analysis section.
Ensure all figures have clear scale bars and good resolution. Some of your images are of low resolution, and annotations are inconsistent. Additionally, your inserted figure captions present redundant content and should be integrated or streamlined for clarity. Your figure captions contain grammatical errors and should be revised for clarity and consistency in scientific English.

I noticed a lot of points that require the writers' careful consideration into discussion way: Your discussion section was extremely disorganized. There are many subsections in your results and discussion part that require extended explanations based on recent references. It is essential to contextualize the findings, support observed trends, and provide insight into recent developments in the field. Add a more scientific and logical discussion and relate the findings to previous research where applicable. Ensure that the results are explained with in-depth scientific reasoning and logical interpretation. If your results do not align with previously published literature, provide a detailed scientific explanation for these contradictions, supporting your discussion with relevant theories, experimental conditions, or material properties. The earliest references should also be included in the present work to support the authors' recommendations and points of view. You should also provide a more detailed description of your decision's targets, including the particular pathway that you planned to implement.

Your long conclusion part does not match the objectives in the introduction. The conclusion only recapitulates the experimental results, does not respond to the scientific questions raised in the introduction nor points out the practical application potential or limitations of the research. The conclusion should not be the summary of your work done rather it should specify the amount of knowledge obtained and its effect and applications in the future world.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Inconsistent format of references. It is recommended to adopt one format and keep it consistent throughout the full text. The reference list is quite lengthy and out-of-date (recent references should be added up to 2025). The cited literature should be updated and shortened. While citing the updated literature, the authors should give a comparison of their work with that already available in the literature in the form of a simple table to further clarify their novelty.
	

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


	Although the manuscript is generally comprehensible, there are numerous grammatical errors, ambiguous expressions, and repetitive language throughout. So, it could be rephrased more professionally. A thorough language editing by a native English-speaking expert is strongly recommended to meet the standards of an international scientific journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
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