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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	This manuscript addresses a classical extremal-combinatorics question on the edge threshold forcing a cycle with complete diagonal (antipodal) connectivity. Our main result establishes an Ω(n3/2)\Omega(n^{3/2})Ω(n3/2) sufficient condition, tight up to constant factors, thereby clarifying the correct order of magnitude for this diagonal-cycle phenomenon. Beyond the bound itself, the approach introduces new auxiliary-graph and expansion-based tools that may be reusable for other structured-cycle and Turán-type problems. The work therefore contributes both a quantitative threshold and a methodological framework for future research in extremal graph theory.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the main focus
	

	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 is largely comprehensive. To improve clarity, we can (i) state explicitly what “complete diagonal connectivity” means in one short phrase (each vertex adjacent to its antipodal vertex on an even cycle), and (ii) mention that the Ω(n3/2)\Omega(n^{3/2})Ω(n3/2) bound is tight up to constants by providing a matching construction (or stating “tight up to constant factors”). We can also shorten technical details (e.g., naming the specific auxiliary objects) to keep the abstract focused on the result and method at a high level.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	To the best of our knowledge, the manuscript is scientifically consistent in its definitions, statement of the main theorem, and the high-level proof strategy (expander subgraph extraction, parity-sensitive bipartite structure, and an expansion-driven cycle construction). In the revised version, we will further strengthen correctness and readability by adding missing justifications where “standard arguments” are invoked (e.g., specifying the exact expansion/mixing lemma used and the conditions under which it applies), and by clarifying constants and parameter dependencies throughout the proof.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography covers key classical foundations (Turán-type extremal theory, probabilistic method, spectral/expander tools) and includes several standard references. In a revision, we can improve balance by adding a small number of more recent surveys or papers closely connected to robust expansion methods and structured-cycle extremal problems, and by ensuring each cited item is directly used in the text (removing any that are not essential).
	

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


	The English is understandable and mostly suitable for scholarly communication. We will nonetheless perform careful language polishing to correct minor grammar/typos, harmonize notation, and improve flow—particularly in the proof outline and the technical parts where precision and readability are critical.
	

	Optional/General comments


	We will (i) streamline the presentation of auxiliary definitions, (ii) provide a clearer roadmap of the proof and where each lemma is used, and (iii) ensure all asymptotic statements are consistently stated (e.g., Ω(⋅)\Omega(\cdot)Ω(⋅), O(⋅)O(\cdot)O(⋅), “tight up to constants”) with explicit assumptions on nnn and constants.
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