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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 manuscript addresses explicit particular solutions for third- and fourth-order generalized Leonardo-type recurrences with polynomial-exponential inputs. Recurrence relations are fundamental in mathematics and have wide applications in number theory, computer science, and symbolic computation. The paper’s contribution lies in presenting illustrative examples that clarify how root multiplicities and resonance phenomena affect the structure of solutions. By working out explicit cases, the study makes abstract recurrence theory more accessible and provides a useful reference for researchers interested in higher-order non-homogeneous recurrences. The work strengthens the connection between symbolic recurrence analysis and concrete computation.
	




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
	5
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	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	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
	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
	4
	

	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, the title is precise and reflects the scope of the paper. It clearly signals the focus on explicit solutions for generalized Leonardo-type recurrences.
	




	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is generally clear, but it could be improved by explicitly stating the main results (e.g., explicit formulas for coefficients in the particular solutions) and highlighting the role of resonance phenomena.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes. The derivations are consistent with recurrence theory, and the examples are carefully worked out. The iterative scheme for coefficients is correctly applied to the third- and fourth-order cases.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The references include both classical and recent works on recurrence relations and generalized Leonardo sequences. They are adequate, though adding one or two more recent papers on applications of higher-order recurrences could broaden the context.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No ethical issues are present. The paper is purely theoretical.
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript is mathematically sound and contributes useful illustrative examples. Minor revisions are needed to improve clarity in the abstract, discussion of limitations, and presentation of formulas (some expressions are dense and could benefit from explanatory text). Overall, it is suitable for publication after minor improvements.
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