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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 manuscript provides a valuable contribution to analytical and bioanalytical chemistry by introducing a sensitive, rapid, and cost-effective micelle-enhanced spectrofluorimetric method for the direct determination of serotonin in human urine. The study effectively demonstrates how micellar systems can significantly improve fluorescence response, enabling ng mL⁻¹ level detection without chromatographic separation. The method is rigorously validated according to established guidelines, confirming its reliability, precision, and applicability to real biological matrices. Overall, this work offers a practical alternative for routine clinical and research laboratories, particularly where access to advanced instrumental platforms is limited.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It clearly reflects the analytical technique, the target analyte, and the application to human urine, while emphasizing sensitivity and rapidity.

If refinement is desired, a concise alternative could be:
“Validated Micelle-Enhanced Spectrofluorimetric Determination of Serotonin in Human Urine.”
	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly summarizes the objective, methodology, validation parameters, and key findings of the study. It effectively highlights the sensitivity, linear range, detection limits, and successful application to human urine samples, which are essential elements for an analytical manuscript.

However, it could be slightly strengthened by briefly mentioning the comparison with conventional techniques (e.g., chromatographic methods) to better emphasize the practical advantage of the proposed approach. Additionally, minor numerical details (such as excessive statistical data) could be condensed to improve readability and impact. Overall, only minor refinement for clarity and conciseness is recommended rather than major modification.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design, validation strategy, and data interpretation are consistent with established principles of fluorescence spectroscopy and micellar chemistry. The results are logically presented and supported by appropriate statistical evaluation, indicating good scientific rigor and reliability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are adequate and cover the key methods relevant to your study, including spectrofluorimetric, chromatographic, and micelle-enhanced techniques for serotonin and related compounds. They also include important foundational works on fluorescence principles and method validation, which is good.

However, there are some duplicates and older references, and adding a few more recent studies from the last 3–5 years would make the manuscript feel more up-to-date and show that it aligns with current trends in bioanalytical fluorescence and micelle-based methods. Including a recent review on micellar fluorescence enhancement or a modern application of fluorescence techniques in neurotransmitter detection could strengthen the background and context.

Overall, the references are solid, but a few recent high-impact studies would make the manuscript even stronger and more current.
	

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


	The manuscript’s English is generally clear, but minor grammatical and phrasing improvements are needed for polished scholarly communication.
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