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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NA
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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Reformulate the abstract and conclusion in a clear, concise, and scientifically rigorous style.
Conduct a full linguistic review of the manuscript (preferably with the assistance of a professional language editor or advanced proofreading software).
Incorporate at least 5–7 recent references from the last few years (2023–2025), ensuring strict adherence to the journal’s citation style.
Provide a curated set of recent references (2023–2025), written in English, properly formatted, and professionally presented.
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