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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 study’s findings offer new mechanistic insights that have the potential to guide future research directions and inform the development of improved therapeutic strategies. By integrating rigorous methodology with clear translational implications, the work contributes valuable evidence that strengthens the foundation of ongoing scientific inquiry. Overall, the manuscript enhances the collective knowledge base and provides a meaningful contribution to both basic and applied science.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is generally suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript's main focus. 
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the study’s background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. However, it would benefit from simplifying some of the methodological details to keep the section concise and focused. The results could be strengthened by emphasizing the most significant quantitative findings rather than broad statements. Additionally, refining the conclusion to clearly reflect the primary outcomes and their scientific relevance would enhance clarity. Including a brief note on the broader implications or potential applications of the findings would further improve the abstract’s impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound. The authors present a logical study design, use appropriate methods, and analyze their data in a manner consistent with established scientific standards. The findings are clearly linked to the evidence provided, and the interpretations fall within reasonable scientific expectations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cited are generally sufficient and include several recent and relevant studies. 
	

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

	Yes, the language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear and understandable, with appropriate scientific terminology. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

NO
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