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1 Introduction
[bookmark: _heading=h.2et92p0]The introduction should be presented as a single block of text without unnecessary subdivisions. In this section, the author must provide a general overview of the topic, allowing the reader to understand the context, importance, and relevance of the research area. It is essential to include recent references, preferably from the last five years, to ensure that the information is up to date and aligned with current scientific advancements. However, older studies may be cited if they are fundamental to understanding the evolution of the topic. 
First, the author should present the current state of knowledge on the subject, highlighting key aspects of the existing literature that are directly related to the purpose of the review. The information should be presented clearly and concisely, avoiding irrelevant or redundant data.

Next, the main gaps in current knowledge, existing controversies, or areas requiring further development should be identified. This includes analyzing the limitations of previous research and emphasizing the need for a more updated and integrated perspective on the topic. It is crucial to explain why this review is necessary and what it contributes to the field. 

Finally, the introduction should conclude with a clear statement of the review's purpose, formulated in a specific and direct manner. This section should specify the review approach (e.g., systematic, narrative, or critical review), defining its scope and specific objectives. The introduction should naturally transition into the methodology section, preparing the reader to understand the process of data collection and analysis.
2 	Methodology
The methodology of this review article must be described in a clear, detailed, and structured manner, allowing the reader to fully understand how the process of searching, selecting, analyzing, and synthesizing the existing literature was conducted. It is essential that this section provides precise information on the criteria and strategies used to ensure the validity and reproducibility of the review.

First, the information search process should be explained, specifying the scientific databases consulted, such as Scopus, Web of Science, PubMed, IEEE Xplore, or Google Scholar. It is important to detail the keywords used in the search, including the Boolean operators applied to combine terms effectively. Additionally, the time frame considered in the review should be stated, with a justification for its selection based on the relevance of the topic. The inclusion and exclusion criteria must also be clearly defined, specifying aspects such as document type, language, accessibility, and thematic focus.

Next, the process of selecting relevant studies should be described. To ensure transparency and rigor, it is recommended to follow the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) framework, which structures the selection process into several stages: identification of articles, removal of duplicates, screening of titles and abstracts, full-text evaluation, and final inclusion of studies in the review. Including a PRISMA flow diagram can be useful to clearly visualize the selection process.

Subsequently, the extraction and analysis of the obtained data should be explained. It is crucial to mention the key variables extracted from each study, such as authorship, publication year, methodology used, and main findings reported. Moreover, the tools used to organize and analyze the information should be described, such as bibliometric mapping software (e.g., VOSviewer) or qualitative analysis tools (e.g., NVivo). If a quality assessment of the included studies was performed, the instruments or guidelines applied should be specified, such as the Jadad scale or the CASP (Critical Appraisal Skills Programme) checklist.

Finally, the strategy used for synthesizing the collected information should be presented. Depending on the review approach, different methods can be employed, such as thematic analysis to identify recurring patterns and trends in the literature, bibliometric mapping to visualize connections between studies, or meta-analysis in the case of quantitative reviews to combine statistical data from multiple studies.

It is important to acknowledge potential limitations of the review, such as biases in article selection, language restrictions, or limitations in data availability. Addressing these limitations demonstrates a critical approach and provides a foundation for future research in the area.

To ensure a comprehensive review of the topic, it is recommended to include a sufficient number of relevant references. Generally, at least 30 sources should be cited for a descriptive state-of-the-art review, and a minimum of 50 references for a more detailed and structured analysis of the available scientific literature. This will ensure that the review adequately covers the key developments and findings in the research field..
2.1 Subsection title
[bookmark: _heading=h.tyjcwt]All figures, tables, and equations mentioned in the text must be numbered sequentially. Figures should illustrate key concepts and synthesize relevant information, such as trends, comparisons, or patterns identified in the reviewed literature. They should be presented in a vector format, preferably in EPS or BMP, with a minimum resolution of 400 dpi to ensure high quality. Tables should include only top and bottom borders, and their content must be fully editable to facilitate use in the final publication. Information duplication between tables and text should be avoided by using tables to present key quantitative data from the analyzed studies. All measurements must strictly follow the International System of Units (SI). Decimal values should be separated by a period, and thousands should not be separated by spaces or commas. Equations must be written using a specialized equation editor and numbered sequentially to ensure clarity and precision in representing mathematical or analytical concepts relevant to the study area. Finally, special attention should be given to the presented graphs and analyses. All graphs must be created using specialized software for scientific publications, ensuring their accuracy and professionalism. They should be used to provide an effective visual representation of the data collected in the review.
3 Results
This section should clearly and systematically present the main findings obtained from the reviewed literature, following the approach and criteria established in the methodology. The information should be organized logically and consistently with the objectives of the review, grouping the results by categories, trends, approaches, or any other relevant criterion. It is important not to include explanations or interpretations of the findings in this section, as such reflections should be reserved for the discussion section. The findings should be presented objectively, highlighting patterns, similarities, and discrepancies identified in the analyzed studies. When referring to figures, tables, or graphs, present tense should be used, as these elements represent information that the reader can directly observe. It is recommended to avoid duplicating information in different formats; qualitative or quantitative data should be appropriately synthesized in tables and figures, while the text should provide a concise description of the key points. To ensure a clear and organized presentation, it is suggested to:

1. Use the text to describe the trends and patterns observed in the reviewed literature.
2. Present numerical or categorical information in tables, ensuring they include only the most relevant data.
3. Use figures to provide a clear and effective visualization of the review findings, such as conceptual maps, trend analyses over time, or collaboration networks.

For example, a table can summarize the main methodological characteristics of the reviewed studies, while a figure could illustrate the evolution of a particular approach or technology over time.
4 Discussion
The discussion is the section where the findings of the review are interpreted and contextualized within the framework of the existing scientific literature. It is essential to begin by highlighting the main trends and patterns identified in the reviewed studies, providing the reader with a clear understanding of the most significant contributions of the review. Next, a detailed analysis of the collected information should be conducted, explaining how the analyzed studies address the research problem, which approaches have proven to be more effective, and what limitations have been identified in the existing literature. It is important to logically argue how the synthesized findings relate to one another, identifying convergences and divergences in the approaches used by different authors.

It is recommended to compare the findings of the review with previous key studies, discussing whether the results support, expand, or contradict existing literature. If knowledge gaps are identified, it is crucial to highlight these opportunities for future research and suggest potential methodological or theoretical approaches to address them. The discussion should also address the relevance of the findings within a broader context, answering key questions such as: What impact do the analyzed studies have on advancing knowledge in the field? How do they contribute to solving practical or theoretical problems? What are the implications for professional practice or future research? Additionally, the limitations of the review should be acknowledged, including potential biases in the selection of studies, variability in the methodological approaches of the analyzed articles, or restrictions in accessing certain sources of information. Mentioning these limitations reinforces the transparency and rigor of the study and serves as a reference for more comprehensive and detailed future reviews. Finally, the discussion should conclude with a reflection summarizing the main contributions of the review, emphasizing their relevance, and offering suggestions for future research or practical applications. This will provide the reader with a clear understanding of the review’s impact within the field of study and its usefulness to the scientific community. The Table 1 presents key suggestions for writing this section.

Table 1. Writing Suggestions for the Discussion Section

	Section
	Description

	Introduction of the main finding
	Summarize the main trends identified in the reviewed literature. Example: "Most of the analyzed studies agree that [key trend]."

	Literature analysis
	Explain how the selected studies address the topic of interest, highlighting common approaches and discrepancies.

	Comparison with previous literature
	Discuss whether the review findings support, expand, or contradict previous studies, providing relevant references.

	Identification of gaps
	Highlight areas where there is a lack of consensus or evidence, suggesting potential future directions.

	Review limitations
	Acknowledge factors that may have affected the review, such as the selection of sources, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and access to information.

	Practical or theoretical implications
	Discuss how the findings can influence the development of new theories or their practical application in various fields (industry, healthcare, technology, etc.).

	Final conclusion
	Summarize the key findings, emphasizing their impact and relevance in the research field.




5 Conclusions
The conclusions section should be concise yet impactful, highlighting the most relevant insights identified from the reviewed literature and directly connecting them to the objectives established at the beginning of the study. It is essential to structure this section logically, beginning with a clear summary of the main findings, which must be fully supported by the analyzed information. This summary should effectively and directly communicate the trends, patterns, and challenges identified in the study area.

Next, it is important to discuss the practical and theoretical impact of the findings, emphasizing how the review contributes to advancing knowledge in the field and how the results can be applied in various contexts, such as industry, academia, or policymaking. The impact of the findings should not be exaggerated; instead, an objective approach based on the collected evidence should be maintained.

Additionally, the conclusions section should include specific recommendations for future research, identifying potential areas for exploration that arise from the gaps or limitations detected in the literature. It is advisable to be precise when suggesting new lines of work, indicating possible methodological or theoretical approaches that could address the identified gaps.

Finally, the conclusion should close with a memorable message that summarizes the review’s impact, leaving a lasting impression on the reader. This message should encapsulate the essence of the study, underscore its significance within the broader context of the field, and highlight its contribution to the advancement of knowledge.

To ensure objectivity, it is crucial that all statements are based on concrete facts and that generalizations or overstatements of the reviewed findings are avoided.
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