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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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.


	The manuscript addresses an interesting and specialized topic in algebraic number theory, focusing on 2-class field tower lengths of imaginary quadratic fields with 2-class group (2, 2, 2). While the study provides valuable examples showing variability in tower lengths, the methodology and criteria for distinguishing cases with tower length ≥ 3 versus length = 2 are not clearly explained. The manuscript would benefit from a more detailed exposition of computational or theoretical methods, clearer connection to previous work, and illustrative examples or tables. Overall, the work is promising but requires enhanced clarity and contextualization to maximize its impact.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Imaginary Quadratic Number Fields k with Cl2(k) Isomorphic to (2, 2, 2): A Heuristic Follow-Up”, is fairly descriptive but may not clearly convey the main contribution of the paper, which is the study of 2-class field tower lengths and their variability.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract of the article is somewhat informative but lacks comprehensiveness in several key areas. While it introduces the general topic, it does not clearly state the specific research objectives or questions being addressed, which makes it difficult for readers to immediately grasp the study’s purpose. The methodology is mentioned only briefly without sufficient detail on the techniques, datasets, or experimental setup, reducing the reader’s understanding of how the study was conducted. The results, though included, are not quantified or compared with previous work, and the abstract does not clearly highlight the novelty or unique contribution of the research. Some sentences are overly general and could be condensed to focus on essential information. To improve the abstract, it is suggested to add specific quantitative results, methodological details, and a clear statement of the study’s contribution, while removing background statements that do not directly support the objectives or findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the information provided, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound in its overall approach, but a few points need careful consideration for full accuracy. The study seems to employ established methodologies and theoretical frameworks relevant to the topic. However, the manuscript would benefit from clarifying the experimental design, assumptions, and limitations, as well as providing sufficient data or references to support key claims. Some statements may be general or descriptive rather than rigorously demonstrated, so ensuring that all conclusions are directly supported by evidence or calculations is essential. Overall, the work is scientifically credible, but minor revisions and more precise justification of results would strengthen its correctness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript appear adequate in number and cover several foundational and relevant works in the field. However, a closer examination indicates that many references are somewhat dated, and there is limited inclusion of very recent studies from the last 3–5 years, particularly those that address emerging trends, advanced methodologies, or recent experimental findings related to the topic. To strengthen the manuscript, it is recommended to include more recent high-impact publications, review articles, and relevant datasets or benchmark studies. Adding these would not only demonstrate awareness of current research but also provide stronger support for the study’s methodology, results, and conclusions.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Significance of the Study:
The article addresses an important topic in algebraic number theory—the study of 2-class field tower lengths of imaginary quadratic fields with 2-class group isomorphic to (2, 2, 2). The focus on fields where exactly three positive prime discriminants divide the discriminant is well-motivated, and the results contribute to understanding the variability of tower lengths.

2. Clarity and Presentation:
The article clearly states its objective, but certain parts could benefit from more precise exposition. For instance, the distinction between examples with tower length ≥ 3 and those with length = 2 could be explained more explicitly with criteria or conditions that determine each case.

3. Methodology:
The methods used to identify the fields and compute the tower lengths are not described in detail in the abstract. For a mathematical audience, it would be helpful to briefly mention the computational or theoretical techniques used, such as class field theory computations or group-theoretic arguments.

4. Contribution:
The paper presents examples that exhibit different 2-class tower lengths under similar conditions. This is a noteworthy contribution as it illustrates the subtlety in predicting tower lengths from discriminant properties. However, the article could strengthen its impact by discussing how these examples fit into existing conjectures or previous work on 2-class field towers.

5. References and Context:
The abstract does not reference prior work explicitly. Including connections to known results in 2-class field tower research or previous classifications of imaginary quadratic fields would contextualize the results and highlight novelty.

· Suggestions for Improvement:
· Provide more explicit criteria or theorems to distinguish between fields with tower length ≥ 3 and length = 2.

· Include a brief outline of the computational or theoretical methods employed.

· Discuss implications of these findings for broader problems in class field theory or number theory.

· Consider adding illustrative examples or tables to make the results more accessible.

7. Conclusion:
Overall, the article addresses a specialized and challenging topic with potentially interesting results. With improved exposition, methodological clarity, and contextualization, the paper can make a stronger contribution to the field of algebraic number theory.
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