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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.
	With Pandita number identified as the Narayana’s Cow Sequence numbers in this review, the manuscript may find application in modelling oscillations in physics as in coupled oscillator. It may also find application in modelling repeating patterns in a periodic phenomena.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title of the article is considered suitable as it reflects and focuses the development made over the generalised pandita numbers.
	

	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 is considered to be concise as it gives information about what the author did in the work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The author extended the generalised Narayana‟s Cows Sequence (Pandita sequence) of numbers to consider the hyperbolic extensions. In this view, the manuscript may be considered to be scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and contain a few number of recent publications
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The quality of the English can be improved upon; for instance in the use of commas for listing items, there is need to place a comma before “and”
	

	Optional/General comments
	The author needs to avoid the sporadic use of bullet points in the introduction section, rather than the use of bullet points, they should be constructed in pure sentences that incorporate the in-line references.
It is also important that the author(s) give(s) statement(s) of conclusion in the work.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issue is figured out here.
	

	
Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No statement(s) of competing interest is/are indicated in the manuscript by the author(s)
	

	
If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	In the course of this review, the manuscript is not placed on any plagiarism check.
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	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript ( Highest: 10 Lowest: 0 )
Guideline:
Accept As It Is: (>9-10) Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8) Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5) Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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