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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 contribution to the theory of higher-order non-homogeneous recurrence relations by providing explicit constructions of polynomial–exponential particular solutions for generalized Leonardo-type recurrences of third and fourth order. The author tells how characteristic root multiplicities and resonance phenomena influence the structure of solutions. The author presented iterative methods and illustrative examples
	




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
	Excellent 

The title is clear, precise, and accurately reflects the main focus of the study.
	

	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
	Excellent 

The abstract is comprehensive and clearly summarizes the objectives, methodology, and main findings of the study.
	

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

      The keywords are relevant, specific, and well-  
      aligned with the main themes of the manuscript.
	

	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
	Excellent

      The background section is sufficiently detailed and     
      logically organized.

	

	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
	       Excellent

       The research objectives are clearly stated and 
       consistently reflected throughout the manuscript.

	

	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
	       Good

      The literature review is relevant and provides an   
      appropriate theoretical foundation for the study.
	

	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
	Excellent

      The research methodology is appropriate and    
       mathematically rigorous for the objectives of the   
       study.
	

	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
	Not Applicable
     
    The study is purely theoretical and mathematical in 
    nature, involving no human participants, animal   
    subjects, or sensitive data.

	

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

      The results are presented clearly and in a well-    
       organized mathematical format.
	

	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


	Good

The tables and mathematical expressions are relevant and support the theoretical development of the manuscript. 
	

	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
	Good

The discussion appropriately relates the obtained results to existing studies on recurrence relations and generalized sequence theory.
	

	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
	Excellent

The conclusions are logically supported by the mathematical derivations and analytical results presented in the manuscript.
	

	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
	Satisfactory

The manuscript mainly focuses on theoretical derivations and does not extensively discuss the limitations of the study.
	

	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
	Good

The references are relevant and appropriately support the theoretical foundations of the study. 
	

	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
	Good

The paper written in clear and understandable academic language.

	




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
.
	      
        Yes
	

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

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

	No.
Although the references are relevant to the topic, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies related to higher-order non-homogeneous recurrence relations, generalized sequences, and symbolic computation methods. 
     Adding contemporary references from the last 5–10 years would strengthen the literature review and highlight the current research relevance of the study.
	

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

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

	No.

The manuscript is a purely theoretical mathematical study and does not involve human participants, animal experiments, personal data, or sensitive information. 
Therefore, no ethical issues are identified in this work.
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript presents a meaningful contribution to the study of higher-order non-homogeneous recurrence relations through the derivation of explicit polynomial–exponential particular solutions. The theoretical development is systematic, mathematically rigorous, and clearly organized. The paper is suitable for publication after minor revisions, particularly regarding the inclusion of a few recent references, minor language polishing, and a brief discussion on limitations and future research directions.
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