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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.
	In this manuscript, the authors present a deterministic mathematical model for hantavirus transmission involving rodent reservoirs, humans, and environmental viral persistence. The topic is relevant, and the inclusion of environmental contamination is biologically meaningful. However, the manuscript needs substantial revision because several notational, mathematical, biological, and presentation issues reduce the rigor of the analysis. I recommend major revision after addressing the given comments.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3
	

	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
	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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


	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
	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
	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
	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

	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.

	The abstract is too long and should be shortened; it reads more like a full summary than a concise abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	1. The manuscript contains many grammatical errors, such as “through contaminated environment,” “hosts, environment and human,” “outbreaks are,” and “rodent reservoir population are.”
2. Several spelling errors should be corrected, including “prevelance,” “attmepts,” “existance,” and “intial.”
3. The introduction is repetitive and should be made more focused on the research gap.
4. The model assumes infectious humans shed virus into the environment, but this is biologically questionable for hantavirus and requires strong justification or removal.
5. The model excludes direct rodent-to-human contact, although this route is mentioned in the introduction.
6. The notation is inconsistent: βr, βh are defined in the model, but later ηr, ηh are used in equilibrium calculations.
7. The rodent logistic growth term is applied to total rodents Nr, but its interaction with infection-induced class changes should be explained more carefully.
8. The disease-free equilibrium requires 
πr > ωr; this biological feasibility condition should be clearly stated.
9. The invariant region proof is incomplete because the bound Nr ≤ Kr (1−ωr/πr) is not valid unless πr > ωr.
10. The basic reproduction number needs rechecking; the decomposition into rodent, environmental, and human components should be derived more rigorously.
11. The human infection component in R0 is questionable because humans do not produce new rodent infections unless human environmental shedding is justified.
12. The local stability proof of the DFE is incomplete; the authors claim that R0 < 1 satisfies all Routh-Hurwitz conditions without proving the remaining inequalities.
13. The global stability proof is too brief; the constants in the Lyapunov function and the inequality L˙≤−Θ(1−R0)(Ir + Eh + Ih +V) must be shown explicitly.
14. The endemic equilibrium section only proves possible existence, not uniqueness; the claim should be weakened or a uniqueness proof added.
15. The endemic equilibrium stability result is formal because the coefficients ‘bi’ are not explicitly computed, making the Hurwitz conditions difficult to verify.
16. No numerical simulation, sensitivity analysis, or parameter estimation is included, which weakens the practical value of the model.
17. The discussion is too general and sometimes overstates the rigor of the results.
18. References contain formatting and spelling problems, including missing accents and incomplete author names; the full reference list should be carefully proofread.
	

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

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

	Recently many developments have been found in the same directions. Authors are requested to go through the suggested articles and add them to your references to enrich the quality of your paper.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-026-51499-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S1793005728500500
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S1793005727500761
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nls.2026.100115
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-026-43767-3
https://dx.doi.org/%2010.3934/math.2026359
http://dx.doi.org/%2010.3934/math.2026103
	

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

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

	No
	



Reviewer details:

Sagar R. Khirsariya, Marwadi University, India

Page 4 of 4
V240326


