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	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.


	While the manuscript addresses a topic that has been previously explored in the literature, its direct contribution to advancing current scientific understanding appears limited. The study summarizes known findings and reproduces established observations, but does not clearly introduce new hypotheses, methodological innovations, or original data that would meaningfully extend the existing knowledge base. Because of this, its impact for the broader scientific community is modest. Strengthening the novelty, clarifying the unique contribution, or incorporating more up-to-date approaches or datasets could significantly increase the manuscript’s relevance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title accurately reflects the general topic of the abstract, but it may be too broad for such a concise manuscript. Since the work presents limited methodological detail and does not clearly define a novel research question, the title might give the impression of a more comprehensive or innovative study than what is actually provided. A more specific and narrower title could help align the reader’s expectations with the scope of the presented material.
	

	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 does not appear to be sufficiently comprehensive in its current form. It briefly outlines the topic but does not clearly present the study’s objective, methodology, key findings, or the specific contribution of the work to the field.

I would recommend expanding the abstract to include a concise description of the research design, the main results, and a clearer statement of the novelty or added value of the study.

Additionally, it may be useful to refine the abstract so that its structure aligns with conventional scientific standards (background, aim, methods, results, conclusion). This would significantly improve clarity and scientific relevance for readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The abstract is generally understandable; however, it lacks several essential elements expected in a scientific summary. It does not clearly state the study’s objective, novelty, methodology, or key findings. As written, it reads more like a brief descriptive note rather than a structured scientific abstract. I would recommend expanding it to include:

a clearly defined research question or aim,

a brief description of methods used,

specific results rather than general statements,

and a concluding sentence highlighting the significance of the findings.

This would improve clarity and allow readers to understand the contribution of the work.
While the topic is of potential interest, the manuscript in its current form does not meet standard criteria for scientific rigor. The text provides minimal methodological detail, lacks analytical depth, and does not present new data or insights. Without evidence, systematic analysis, or interpretation, it is difficult to evaluate the scientific validity of the claims. Strengthening the work would require adding a clear methodology, presenting results supported by data, comparing them to existing literature, and highlighting any novel contribution.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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