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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	1. Modified the abstract scientifically.
2. The author should explicitly distinguish the new results from existing literature on Chebyshev polynomials, Bergman kernels, and orthogonal polynomials on planar domains.
3. Several proofs lack sufficient detail and rigor. Some derivations are abbreviated, and important analytical assumptions and convergence conditions are omitted. Theorems should be presented with clearer justification and complete arguments.
4. The notation is inconsistent throughout the manuscript, making several sections difficult to follow. Symbols, indices, and definitions should be standardized carefully.
5. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical, typographical, and formatting issues. Extensive English language revision is necessary to improve readability and clarity.
6. The tone of the conclusion is changed from line to line. Make it in a standard way.
7. Update the references with uniformity.  The following refs are related to the work. It is advised to add in the revised manuscript:
· “A semi-analytical solutions of the multi-dimensional time-fractional Klein-Gordon equations using residual power series method." Physica Scripta 99.9 (2024): 095268.
· "Solution of fractional order SIR epidemic model using residual power series method." Palest J Math 11 (2022): 13-24.
· "Semi‐Analytical Solutions of the Multi‐Dimensional Time‐Fractional Solitary Water Wave Equations Using RPS Method." Mathematical Methods in the Applied Sciences 48.5 (2025): 6208-6221.
· "A study on fractional SIS epidemic model using RPS method." International Conference on Mathematics and Computing. Singapore: Springer Nature Singapore, 2023.
· "A Study on Fractional SIR Epidemic Model with Vital Dynamics and Variable Population Size using the Residual Power Series Method." Journal of Computational Analysis & Applications 33.1 (2024).
· "A Comprehensive Study of the Multidimensional Time-Fractional Korteweg− De Vries Equation using the Residual Power Series Method." Special Topics & Reviews in Porous Media: An International Journal 16.6 (2025).
8.  Use consistent terminology and notation throughout the manuscript. 
9. Replace repeated informal phrases such as “fruitful in approximation theory” with more precise mathematical statements. 
10.  Several equations and symbols appear poorly formatted in the manuscript.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No.  Please see the above-mentioned comments.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	


Reviewer details:

Rakesh Kumar Meena, MIT VishwaPrayag University, India
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