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	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 study is valuable because it focuses on a relatively understudied region, which adds important insight to the existing literature. The authors have carried out a solid and careful analysis, and the overall approach is sound. However, the way the results are currently reported does not fully reflect the strength of the work. Clearer and more structured presentation of the outcomes, with stronger emphasis on the key findings and their implications, would substantially improve the impact and readability of the manuscript.
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	The title could be improved to better reflect the scope and relevance of the study. In particular, referring to a more widely recognized country or region in the title may help increase the visibility and accessibility of the work to a broader audience, while still maintaining the scientific focus of the study area.
	

	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 yet fully meet its purpose. In its current form, the stated objectives, key results, and conclusions appear somewhat ambitious and are not sufficiently aligned or clearly summarized. Revising the abstract to more explicitly and realistically present the study’s main goal, principal findings, and conclusions would improve clarity and better reflect the actual scope of the work.
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	Yes, but it needs a major revision. 
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	I could not find new references on this MS.
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	The quality of English writing needs a major revision as well. 
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