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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 is highly valuable to the scientific community as it provides clear, structured, and practical guidance on how to design, write, and publish high-quality review articles. By systematically addressing literature search strategies, critical synthesis, ethical considerations, and manuscript organization, the article helps improve the rigor and transparency of review-based research. It is particularly beneficial for early-career researchers and postgraduate scholars, while also serving as a useful reference for experienced authors seeking to refine their review-writing practices. Overall, the manuscript contributes to strengthening scholarly communication and research quality across disciplines.
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	Yes, The title is clear, informative, and aligned with the manuscript’s scope.
	

	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 largely comprehensive and clearly outlines the aim, scope, and relevance of the manuscript. However, it could be strengthened by briefly highlighting the key components covered in the review, such as literature search strategies, ethical considerations, and structural organization. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically accurate. The concepts, recommendations, and examples presented are consistent with accepted academic and publishing standards. The discussion is logical, coherent, and well-supported by relevant literature, with no apparent scientific inaccuracies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are sufficient, relevant, and up to date. They appropriately support the discussion on review writing, research ethics, and publication standards. Inclusion of additional references from major publishing guidelines (e.g., PRISMA, COPE, or journal editorial standards) could further strengthen the manuscript, though this is optional rather than essential.
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	The writing is clear, formal, and generally free from major grammatical or stylistic errors. 
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