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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.


	The manuscript addresses a niche but active area of matrix analysis by deriving new trace inequalities for positive semidefinite block matrices. Trace inequalities are fundamental tools in various theoretical and applied fields, including quantum information theory and control systems. By building upon and extending the work of researchers like Fu, Gumus, and Zhang, this study contributes new results that could be of interest to specialists in linear algebra and its applications. The work’s value lies in its incremental contribution to a specialized body of knowledge, potentially offering new tools for researchers in related disciplines.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Based on the content of the manuscript, the title is partially suitable, but I suggest “Some Trace Inequalities for Positive Semidefinite 2X2 Block Matrices”
	

	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.


	Partially. The abstract effectively outlines the paper’s structure, mentioning the topics covered (Hermitian matrices, Schur complements, Hadamard products) and its main goal (finding new trace inequalities for 2X2 block matrices). However, it lacks specificity. It does not state the nature of the new inequalities or hint at their potential significance, ending rather vaguely.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Partially. The scientific intent is clear, but the manuscript’s quality is significantly undermined by numerous typographical errors and formatting issues with mathematical notation. This makes it difficult to verify the proofs and results with certainty. While the logical flow (using lemmas to prove theorems) is standard, the presentation is not scientifically sound in its current state due to these pervasive technical flaws.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient but not recent. The references include foundational, well-regarded texts (Horn & Johnson, 2013; Zhang, 2011) and relevant prior work (Ulukok, 2009; Turkmen & Ulukok, 2010) that the current study builds upon. The inclusion of a 2021 paper by Fu & Gumus is good. However, given that the field is active, the reference list would be strengthened by including more very recent (last 3-5 years) publications to better position the new results within the current research landscape.
	

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


	Yes
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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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