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PART 1


	
	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.
	 YES This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by introducing a novel fixed point framework for perimetric expansive mappings, an area that remains significantly less explored compared to classical contraction-based theories.
 1. By bridging expansion dynamics with convergence through backward iteration, it opens new avenues for analyzing nonlinear systems   
2. The traditional contraction assumptions fail. The integration of perturbed metric structures further enhances its relevance by accommodating uncertainty and real-world irregularities in mathematical modeling. 
3. The demonstrated applications in integral equations, data reduplication, and cryptographic systems highlight the interdisciplinary impact of the theory.
	



PART  2

	


	
	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
	Yes, 
The title “Perimetric Expansive Maps in Perturbed Metric Spaces” is clear, concise, and appropriate for the study. It accurately reflects the core mathematical concepts addressed in the manuscript 
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
	Yes, 
The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly presents the main objective of the study, outlines the core methodological idea (perimetric expansion in perturbed metric spaces), and highlights the key theoretical contribution
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
	Yes, 
The keywords are appropriate, relevant, and useful for the manuscript
5
	

	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
	Yes, 
The background information of the paper appears sufficient and reasonably well organized. It establishes the necessary foundation by introducing key concepts such as metric spaces, perturbations, and expansive-type mappings. 
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
	Yes, 
The research objectives are clearly stated and well-defined. The manuscript explicitly aims to develop a fixed point framework for parametric expansive mappings in perturbed metric spaces and to demonstrate how subjectivity converts forward expansion into backward contraction, leading to convergence and fixed point results. These objectives are logically presented and consistently reflected throughout the abstract and discussion.
5
	

	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
	Yes, 
The literature review appears relevant and generally appropriate for the scope of the study. It aligns well with the core themes of metric fixed point theory, expansive mappings, and perturbation-based frameworks, thereby providing a suitable theoretical foundation for your work
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
	This framework is logically consistent with the objective of studying perimetric expansive mappings under generalized distance structures.
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
	Yes, 
Ethical issues are properly addressed and largely not applicable to this study. The manuscript is purely theoretical and does not involve human participants, animal subjects, or sensitive data, so standard ethical concerns such as consent, privacy, or experimental risk do not arise.
5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Definition and Theorems  stated clearly with all required conditions (perturbed metric space, triple of distinct points, inequality).
4
	

	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
	No  figure  and Table 

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
	The remark (Remark 3.1) clearly links the new notion to the classical metric case when P≡0P \equiv 0P≡0, which is a good way of showing consistency with known theory.
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
	The statement that the method “combines perimetric growth with subjectivity-enabled reverse iteration” is consistent with what is actually done in the proof.
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
	No the limitations are not explicitly discussed.

2
	

	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
	Yes references are relevant and generally sufficient, but could be strengthened slightly for completeness and impact.
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
	Mostly yes but with some areas needing improvement for full clarity and readability. The manuscript follows a standard mathematical structure: definition → theorem → proof → conclusion
4


	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscrit presents an intestin extension of fixed point theory by introduction périmétrique expansive mappings in the Framework of perturbed metric spaces. The topic is relevant, and the results are mathematically sound with a clear theoretical contribution. The connections to triangular-perimeter techniques and perturbed metrics is a notable strength.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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