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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.
	The present article deals with issues of classical complex analysis such as area integrals, conformal mappings, and applications of Gronwall’s area theorem. This research may appeal to mathematicians investigating problems in geometric function theory, orthogonal polynomials, and analytic function theory. The authors try to use various well-known methods of mathematics and apply them to circles, ellipses, and lemniscate-like domains. Even though there is much room for improvement in terms of mathematical correctness and exposition, the topic of the research seems important and has potential in math community.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The title is quite clear and relevant to the general theme of the paper. It tells us that the manuscript involves area integrals on the unit disk, and it is relevant to the scope of the research. But the title is quite generic and does not clearly bring out the role of conformal mappings and the area formula of Gronwall, which seem to be integral parts of the paper.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The abstract contains substantial mathematical details and summarizes many results presented in the manuscript. However, it is excessively long, difficult to follow, and reads more like an extended introduction than a concise abstract. The novelty, research objectives, methodology, and principal findings are not clearly distinguished. A shorter and more focused abstract highlighting the main contribution and key results would improve readability and accessibility.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
There are numerous technical aspects discussed in the abstract, as well as numerous findings mentioned in it. Nonetheless, the abstract is quite lengthy and hard to understand, looking more like a lengthy introduction than an abstract per se. It is not clear what is novel about this paper, what is the aim of the study, how the results were achieved, and what are the primary findings.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript contains sufficient background material, but the presentation is lengthy and not well organized, making the motivation and flow of the study difficult to follow.

	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The objectives of the study are present but are not explicitly stated and should be more clearly defined in the introduction.

	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The literature cited is relevant to the topic, but most references are classical and several recent studies in complex analysis and related areas should be incorporated.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The mathematical methodology employed is generally appropriate for the study, although several derivations and proofs require clearer presentation and stronger justification.

	

	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
	Rating: N/A (Not Applicable)
No ethical concerns were identified, and no ethical approval issues are applicable to this theoretical mathematics study.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The results are presented with sufficient mathematical detail, but the exposition lacks clarity and would benefit from improved organization and notation consistency.

	

	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


	Rating: 1 (Poor)
The manuscript contains very few or no figures and tables, and additional illustrations would improve the presentation of the mathematical results.

	

	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
	Rating: 1 (Poor)
The discussion section provides limited comparison of the obtained results with existing literature and lacks critical analysis of previous studies.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The conclusions are generally consistent with the mathematical results presented, although the significance and limitations of the findings should be discussed more clearly.

	

	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
	Rating: 1 (Poor)
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the limitations or scope of applicability of the proposed results.

	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The references are generally relevant to the topic, but the bibliography relies heavily on older sources and would benefit from the inclusion of more recent literature.

	

	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
	Rating: 1 (Poor)
The manuscript contains numerous grammatical, typographical, and formatting issues that affect readability and should be substantially improved.

	




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
The title is suitable and adequately reflects the subject matter of the manuscript.

	

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

	NO
The abstract should be shortened and rewritten to clearly state the objective, methodology, main findings of the study in a more concise manner.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
The manuscript would benefit from clearer mathematical notation, improved rigor in several proofs, and a more explicit explanation of the novelty and significance of the derived results.


Although there is promise in this paper and it deals with an important area of complex analysis, major revisions are necessary in terms of language issues, presentation, mathematics, discussion of originality, and use of literature.

	

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

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

	
NO
While the references cited appear to be appropriate, there is a strong reliance upon classical papers throughout the manuscript. It would be beneficial for the authors to cite additional works within the last 5–10 years and provide more comparative information against recent studies.
	

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

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

	NO
No ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. Since the work is purely theoretical and does not involve human participants, animals, or sensitive data, no ethical concerns are apparent.
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