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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.
	This paper is significant for the scientific community because it offers a new approach to epidemic modelling. Unlike SIR/SEIR models, which assume a constant mortality rate, this study accounts for spikes in mortality when hospitals are overwhelmed through a sigmoidal (S) mortality function. This model is combined with optimal control theory to design interventions (i.e., vaccination, testing, treatment, transmission reduction) that adapt to healthcare capacity. Simulations results show an 84.99% reduction in peak infections and an 89.55% reduction in cumulative deaths at low cost. These findings demonstrate that early and adaptive interventions are more effective than static approaches, while providing practical guidance for policymakers, particularly in resource-constrained countries. 
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

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

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Not Applicable
	

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

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	





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 clear and reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
The abstract is comprehensive. It clearly presents the background, methodology, key quantitative results, and conclusions.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

This manuscript needs several corrections. First, use consistent terminology for compartments: E is called "extinct" in the abstract but "deceased" in the text; U is defined as "unreported infected" but Table 3 writes "initial infected U". Second, use consistent notation for the reproduction number: equation (2.8) and equation (2.9) have different notation, both equations include intervention parameters so this should be called the effective reproduction number, not the basic reproduction number. Third, parameters ρ and κ are listed in Table 2 but do not appear in any equation. Please either explain their role or remove. Fourth, the limitations section is only one sentence, please expand it to discuss model assumptions, parameter uncertainty, and generalizability.
	

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

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

The references are sufficient in number and recent.
	

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

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

	NO.

This is a purely mathematical modelling study using computer simulations. No ethical issues apply.
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript needs several formatting adjustments to comply with the journal template. Please ask the author to address the following:
1. Duplicate keyword "Optimal control theory" on page 1.
2. MSC classification codes (53C25, 83C05, 57N16) are not relevant.
3. Reference list is ordered alphabetically, but the journal template requires ordering by first appearance in the text.
4. The abstract does not follow the required structure.
5. Paragraph alignment is inconsistent.
6. [bookmark: _GoBack]Overall, the manuscript still needs to be adjusted to comply with the journal template properly.
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