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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 manuscript investigates an anisotropic conformal star model incorporating an electric field. The topic is highly relevant, and the overall manuscript is well-written, engaging, and structured logically. The field equations, figures, and tables are well-presented and contribute effectively to the core idea. However, several critical revisions regarding formatting, abstract structure, and the concluding remarks must be addressed before publication.
	



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
	N/A
	

	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
	The abstract must be summarized into a single, cohesive paragraph.
 Ensure that the abstract clearly justifies the motivation behind the anisotropic conformal star model with an electric field, concisely presents the methodology, highlights the primary findings, and underscores the physical significance of the model.
	

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

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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


	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	The "Conclusion" and "Limitation" sections require a comprehensive rewrite. You need to better justify how your findings advance the current understanding of anisotropic star models.
Elaborate on the actual physical implications of your model, and critically discuss its limitations (e.g., constraints of the conformal symmetry, assumptions made for the electric field, or boundary conditions) to provide a balanced scientific view.
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	Text and Typography (Spacing Issues)
The manuscript contains multiple double-spacing errors between words that disrupt readability. Please perform a thorough, page-by-page check of the entire document. Specific instances to fix include:
Introduction (Paragraph 1, Line 8): Remove the double space between ‘ways’ and ‘providing’.
Introduction (Paragraph 2, Last Line): Remove the double space between ‘[33],’ and ‘Thirukkanesh’.
Introduction (Paragraph 2): Remove the double space between the open bracket and the word ‘Ivanov’.
Introduction (Paragraph 4, Line 1): Remove the double space between ‘vector’ and ‘to’.

	



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.

	N/A 
	

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

	N/A 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Font Size Consistency: 
While the mathematical derivations in the "Field Equations" section are well-organized, the numbering for Equation (1), Equation (32), and Equation (33) deviates from the rest of the manuscript. Adjust the font size of these specific equation numbers to match the journal's standard formatting exactly.

The core physics and layout of the figures/tables are strong. Once the abstract is streamlined, the typographical and equation-font errors are resolved, and the conclusion/limitations are expanded with stronger scientific justification, this manuscript will be a strong candidate for publication.
	

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

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

	Journal Template Alignment: The reference list does not currently match the required formatting guidelines. Please carefully reformat all citations and the final bibliography to align strictly with the official journal template.
	

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

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

	N/A
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