


Review Form-1
	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Research Journal of Mathematics 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARJOM_155401

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Adaptive Finite Element Solution of a Reaction-Diffusion Equation with Localized Source Term

	Type of the Article
	Research Article


PART 1


	
	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.
	This paper introduces an efficient adaptive finite element approach for reaction–diffusion problems with localized sources, tackling the difficulty of capturing steep gradients without resorting to expensive uniform meshes. Using a residual-based error estimator together with a targeted refinement strategy, it provides a practical, reproducible framework suitable for singularly perturbed and point-source problems encountered in physics and engineering.
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	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
	Yes, the title is clear and appropriate for the study.

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
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly states the problem, the proposed solution, the methodology, and the key outcomes.

5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the keywords are appropriate and useful. They accurately capture the core topics of the study.

5
	

	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
	Yes, the background information is sufficient and well organized. The literature review is appropriately cited, covering foundational works, recent advances, and the specific context of Gaussian-regularized point sources.
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	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
	The research objectives are implicitly stated rather than explicitly presented as formal hypotheses. The introduction outlines the paper's main contributions.

4
	

	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
	Yes, the literature review is relevant, as it cites foundational works and recent studies conducted between 2024 and 2026.
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	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
	Yes, the adaptive FEM approach with residual-based error estimation and h-refinement is well-suited for efficiently resolving the localized source problem.

3
	

	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
	Ethical issues are not applicable to this study.

5
	

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

4
	

	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
	Yes, tables and figures are clear and relevant.

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
	The discussion is limited; it summarizes results but does not explicitly compare findings with existing literature or contextualize them within broader research.
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	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
	Yes, conclusions are supported by the data, validating adaptive efficiency and accuracy claims.
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	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
	Yes, limitations are briefly noted

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
	Yes, the references are relevant, spanning foundational works and recent studies, providing sufficient coverage of adaptive FEM, reaction-diffusion equations, and error estimation.

5
	

	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
	Yes, the manuscript is clearly written with precise technical language, logical structure, and accessible explanations

4
	







	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Minor revision. The authors should clarify objectives, expand the discussion to connect results with prior work, and address the noted limitations. With these improvements, the manuscript would be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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