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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 may help football coaches in the formation of their squad. It may serve as a football playing guide for coaches and players. Ultimately, it may help in the beauty of play to the satisfaction of the spectators. 
	



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
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	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
	3
	

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

	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
	   3
	

	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
	    2
	

	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
	    3
	

	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
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

Please can you do the following editing under Abstract 

The focused on the stability analysis of the model, and theoretical analysis of structured ball movement.

Alternative statement

The study focused on the stability analysis of the model, and theoretical analysis of structured ball movement.



Please can you do the following editing under Introduction in red

Please you can locate it at paragraph 3

With two center defensive midfielders and a central attacking midfielder, the formation is designed to dominate the midfieldproviding (midfield providing instead of midfieldproviding) a strong presence in the midfield.

Please you can locate it at paragraph 4

[8] (Ottaviano, Sensi and Sottile (2023) instead of [8]) provided a global stability analysis for an SAIRS epidemic model.



[3] (Masoumnezhad et al. (2020) instead of [3]) used a modified Volterra-Lyapunov matrix method to show that the endemic equilibrium established in their work was globally stable. 

[4] (Wangari (2020) instead of [4]) rather used the geometric approach, a technique that involves the generalization of the Poincare-Bendixson criterion. 

A vaccination model was developed by [7] (Omame and Abbas (2023) instead of [7]). 

[6] (Li and Muldowney (1995) instead of [6]), in their study, used a general criterion for the orbital stability of periodic orbits associated with higher-dimensional nonlinear autonomous systems. 

A basic reproduction number for a multigroup epidemic model with nonlinear incidence was also proposed by [12] (Sun (2010) instead of [12]).

[9] (Omame, Abbas and Din (2023) instead of [9]) studied the global stability of a stochastic model for a multi-strain (dual variants) SARS-CoV-2 model.


Please can you provide the Definition of Parameters as indicated below

3 Definition of Parameters 

Parameters of the model are defined in this section.


Please can you provide the Conclusion for your study?
	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? 

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.
	        Yes
	

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

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

	         No
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