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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 entitled presents an analytical anisotropic compact stellar solutions incorporating electromagnetic charge obtained from the Einstein Maxwell equations under conformal symmetry and a linear MIT bag equation of state. While the work provides exact solutions and graphical analysis of some physical quantities, there are significant issues concerning the physical motivation of the analysis that should be addressed before the manuscript can be considered for 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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	2

	

	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


	        3
	

	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
	        4
	

	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
	        4
	

	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
	       3
	

	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
	       4
	



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
.
	The authors employ the MIT bag equation of state without sufficient physical motivation.
1. Why was the MIT bag specifically selected?
2. Is the model intended to describe strange quark stars, hybrid stars, or any other compact stars?
3. Since the adopted framework is analytical, the authors should discuss whether the obtained results depend strongly on the chosen equation of state or not.
The manuscript would be strengthened by comparing the present results with alternative dense equation of states, such as: Color-Flavor Locked (CFL) quark matter equation of state, Gross-Pitaevskii Bose Einstein condensate equation of state, polytropic or quadratic equation of states already considered in related conformal symmetry studies. The authors should discuss whether the existence of conformal symmetry leads to qualitatively different stellar properties when other equation of states employed.
The manuscript states that conformal symmetry is imposed through a conformal Killing vector. However, it is not clear what genuinely new physical results arise from this assumption. The authors should clearly answer:
1. What quantities or properties are obtained only because of conformal symmetry?
2. How do the results differ from analogous charged anisotropic models without conformal killing vector?
A dedicated discussion on the physical significance of the conformal symmetry assumption is required.

All figures are generated using only one set of parameters in the manuscript. This does not demonstrate the robustness of the model. The authors should investigate additional parameter sets, identify physically acceptable parameter ranges. Without such an analysis, it is difficult to assess whether the presented behaviour is generic or merely a consequence of a specific parameter choice.
A realistic compact star model should also satisfy stability criteria such as adiabatic index and others. The authors should discuss this.
	

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

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

	The manuscript adopts the Durgapal type metric ansatz as the starting point for constructing the stellar model. However, the rationale behind this choice is not sufficiently discussed.
Several recent studies have successfully employed various metric potentials in different compact object scenarios, including gravastars, Bose-Einstein condensate stars within modified gravity theories such as https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2025.170129, https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218271826500161, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jheap.2025.100486, 10.1088/1402-4896/adca5d, 10.1142/S0217732326500604, https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217732326500604, A dedicated comparison section summarizing similarities, differences, advantages, and limitations relative to recent studies with proper references would significantly improve the novelty assessment and contextualization of the present work.

	

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

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

	NO
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