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Content to be reviewed

Does the manuscript’s content fall within the scope of

the journal? Yes

Is there any Key Word that is not included in the

manuscript title? No

Do authors’ affiliations correspond to the content of the

manuscript? Yes

Does the Abstract contain the contents of each part of

the manuscript (IMRaD)? No
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Are the Key Words complete? Yes

Is the content of the Introduction adequate? Yes

Is the content of the Materials and Methods complete?

No

Is the description of the experiments clear and

complete?No

Are the experimental data presented in the

manuscript’s biostatistics content reliable? No

Are the experimental data of the Results true and

reliable? Yes

Are the quality and resolution of the images up to

standard? No

Do the selection and design of the figures and tables

follow the principles of necessity and clarity? No

Is there any duplication between various parts of the

manuscript and between the main text and the content

presented in the figures and tables? No

Are the figures and tables numbered consecutively in

the order in which they appear in the manuscript? Yes

Is the content of the Discussion reasonable? Yes

Is the Conclusion reasonable? No

Are all references necessary and reasonable? No

Do authors omit important references? Yes

Are all references related to the topic of the

manuscript? Yes

Do authors only cite their own earlier publications? No

Is the manuscript’s text correct, concise, and clear? Yes

Will the manuscript’s content be of interest to readers?

No

Are additional experiments needed for the study? Yes
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Does the research scope comply with ethics? Yes

Scientific quality Grade C (Good)

Novelty of this manuscript Grade C (Good)

Creativity or innovation of this

manuscript
Grade C (Good)

Scientific significance of the conclusion

in this manuscript
Grade C (Good)

Language quality Grade B (Very good)

Does this manuscript describe a study of

the existing knowledge system?
Yes

Does this manuscript report a

revolutionary innovation?
No

Does this manuscript report an

unconventional innovation?
No
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Comments:

General comments: Overall, the topic addresses key topics that should be covered.

However, there a substantial comments that the authors should address for

consideration for the publication. The manuscript is organized or edited using AI, and

there is a need to indicate the use of AI in the manuscript that highlights the use and

why it is utilized. The detailed comments are available below:
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Abstract:

Remove acronyms and abbreviations from the abstract section.

Methods should written and also must address the key points, including methods of

data analysis, main/key terms used to retrieve the articles, data quality assessment, tools

used to assess the data quality, bias assessment, methods and models used to analysis

data, statistical software used to analyses the data, etc..

Result: Please add the number of articles retrieved, articles included, and the total

number of participants addressed by the included articles.

The introduction is well written. However, the authors should highlight the gap and

the need for this work.

Methods:

Eligibility criteria: It would be better to categorize into inclusion (2.1.1) and exclusion

criteria (2.1.2). And also provide the inclusion criteria based on the PICOS principles, as

outlined in the PRISMA protocol you used. Did the authors exclude the articles based on

the risk of bias, Please indicate them if so.

2.3 Information sources and search strategies: Please, provide at least one full search

strategy employed to retrieve articles, commonly PubMed, and provide the rest as a

supplementary file. And also clearly describe how it was made; AND/OR/NOT

principles?..

2.4: Please add that form with findings as the supplementary file (if applicable)

2.5: Please, clearly explain how the bias was assessed for both study design and tools

used for both.. RCTs and observational cohort studies. It may not be applicable to use

the same quality appraisal tools for different study designs. And also add the criteria list,

or provide as a supplementary file for both designs.

Result:

3.1: Under this section, include the list of databases included, with their respective
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number of articles retrieved. i.e, PubMed (N=601)… And also the types of included

study designs with their respective number of articles. Take the figure citation after the

paragraph. The number of articles included in the meta-analysis is low, and I

recommend reconsidering other articles and other databases. I have fear of

representativeness or strength of the evidence in the areas.

3.4: Please remove the sub-heading. Make it in the paragraph and cite table. And also, I

am sure that conducting a meta-analysis using only three articles does not generate as

strong evidence.

Discussion: well written, but failed to address the key strategies recommended to

prevent future related problems.

There is no conclusion section.

Strengths and limitations

List of abbreviations and acronyms

Tables and figure: Not standard: Provide a title at the bottom for the figure and at the

top for the tables.

The reason for exclusion should be indicated in Figure 1.

Make the table and figure titles full and standard.
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