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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (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 topic of the current manuscript is interesting and scientifically sound. I like this manuscript because the stated model is important to more applicable different areas such as fluid dynamics, nonlinear optic and others. Authors should be addressed some following questions:

· Why does the author consider this model?  What are the real applications for this model?
· What is the physics of the extended (2+1)-dimensional Sakovich equation? 
· Why we are doing and what we are doing? Please mention it. Authors should be re-examining and organize the text like as background of the study, application of the model, research gap of the study, aim and objectives of the study, and novelty of the study. Then, the manuscript will understand clearly by readers.
· Motivation is missing!
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is OKAY!
	

	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.


	The abstract should be more informative!
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript will be scientifically sound if the answers to the following questions are strictly recorded in this paper, such as
1. What are the reasons for using two analytical techniques in this study? Have you compared the methods? Please summarize the advantages and limitations of the study. 
2. Authors should discuss a graphical explanation of the solutions based on the real applications.
3. Figure resolution is not so good. The axes label does not show clearly. So, the author should improve the quality of the figures.
4. How to get new solution of the manuscript? Please explain it. 

5. The author did not compare his results with others from literature. Please explain and comments it.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is lack of the literature review about the soliton/ optical soliton solutions. The authors can address the exact solutions of NLEEs more comprehensively in the introduction of the article. The authors can improve the literature review by citing the following recommended papers:

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rinp.2024.107536
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physleta.2025.131010 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physo.2020.100027
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0271307  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.padiff.2023.100573 https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218863524500097 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.padiff.2025.101126
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0248376  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.padiff.2025.101126
https://doi.org/10.1088/1402-4896/ad9ee9 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aej.2024.06.079 https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-62113-z 

https://doi.org/10.3329/ganit.v44i1.73987
	

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


	The whole manuscript should be checked for typos and grammatical errors. An overall review is needed to fix the grammatical and typographical errors in the manuscript.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. What are the novelty and limitations of the study? Please discuss the new section in the revised manuscript.
2. The conclusion should be rewritten after including new outcomes. The reviewer believes the paper will be more attractive and informative if it clarifies this study's new contribution and future scope. 

3. Arrange all references according to journal style in a consistent manner.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)
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