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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 in the teaching of differential equations course for engineering students. It may serve as a mathematical tool in connecting theory with practical application. Ultimately, it may help in modernizing the teaching of differential equations in higher education and potentially generating a positive impact on academic performance.


	


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
	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
	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
	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
	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
	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

Please can you do the following editing under Introduction in red.
Teaching differential equations in engineering programs presents significant challenges, especially when addressing procedures like the Galerkin method , (method, instead of method ,) due to its level of mathematical abstraction and the need to integrate theoretical concepts with graphical representations.
This study aims to design support materials for teaching the Galerkin method , (method, instead of method ,)  integrating both tools as didactic resources.
Please can you do the following editing under Problem Description in red.

The first is the traditional or frontal teaching of numerical methods in differential equations , (equations, instead of equations ,) which tends to prioritize mathematical formalism over the visualization of the phenomenon.
The second is a still incipient and unsystematic integration of generative artificial intelligence tools plus GeoGebra in teaching planning, which limits the possibilities for students to have complementary support outside the classroom.These (classroom. These instead of classroom.These) causes produce the need to carry out actions for the improvement and support of mathematics teaching, especially the creation of visual and interactive support resources to favor academic performance as mentioned by Mayorga et al. (2025) and Olivares et al. (2024).

Please can you do the following editing under Justification in red.

The integration of GeoGebra and Claude will enable the development of replicable teaching resources for differential equations and numerical calculus courses, along with the development of research and pedagogical strategies in engineering programs. Funes et al. (2021) and Souto et al. (2005) ((Funes et al., 2021; Souto et al., 2005) instead of . Funes et al. (2021) and Souto et al. (2005)).

Please can you do the following editing under Solution Theoretical foundation in red.
This integration finds solid support in Richard Mayer's Cognitive Theory of Multimedia Learning , (Learning, instead of Learning ,) which argues that people learn more deeply when verbal and visual information are presented in an integrated manner.
This synergy has the potential to increase student motivation and promote more active learning , (learning, instead of learning ,) where technology does not replace the teacher but rather strengthens their role through more adaptive educational experiences.
Please can you do the following editing under Galerkin Applet With GeoGebra in red.

3. Galarkin Apptlet (Galerkin Applet instead of Galarkin Apptlet) With GeoGebra 

The examples The following are available at the following link (Please structure this statement well)
Example 1

The Galarkin’s (Galerkin’s instead of Galarkin’s) approach in red is 

Please can you do the following editing under Conclusion in red.

Teaching the Galerkin method presents an ongoing challenge for engineering students in Antofagasta, Chile, in 2026 , (2026, instead of 2026 ,) due to the high level of mathematical abstraction it demands and the difficulty many students experience in connecting theory with practical application.

	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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