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Please write a few sentences regarding the 1. The abstract is concise but lacks sufficient detail. It should provide a comprehensive summary
importance of this manuscript for the scientific of the study, including key objectives, methodology, and results.

community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 2. The citations are not formatted correctly or consistently. The author should adhere to the
required for this part. prescribed citation style and verify the accuracy of references.

3. The manuscript lacks adequate referencing to support its claims. The author is advised to
include more relevant and recent references to enhance the credibility and context of the study.

4. There is a noticeable misalignment between the stated objectives and the reported
achievements. The author should either revise the objectives to reflect the scope of the results
or provide additional data and discussion to justify the claimed achievements.

Is the title of the article suitable? yes
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Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do The abstract is concise but lacks sufficient detail. It should provide a comprehensive summary of the
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some study, including key objectives, methodology, and results.
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suggestions here.

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please yes
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Are the references sufficient and recent? If you The manuscript lacks adequate referencing to support its claims. The author is advised to include more

have suggestions of additional references, please | relevant and recent references to enhance the credibility and context of the study.
mention them in the review form.
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