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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 paper shows applications of generalized recurrent sequences. Their relation to different algebras of dual numbers and vectors in a so-called dual-Lorentzian space, which relate to Clifford algebras and derivations (which the author should mention) are discussed. These spaces are related to such generalized sequences by providing definitions for inner and outer products. A statement of goals and applications is needed for future work to be motivated.
	






PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	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
	5- the title is sufficient for this chapter
	

	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
	2- Abstract is far too short, basically absent. An abstract needs motivation, applications, and definitions. Too short and not comprehensive, though it at least mentions the terms needing definition.
	

	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- the key words have no application or definition. Key words should mention fields of research and topics of importance, NOT words that are found nowhere in the literature and no one knows to what they refer.
	

	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-There is zero background information except the definition of Lucas and Fibonacci sequences which everybody knows anyway. There are few definitions that are helpful, and the ones present must be at the very beginning and more detailed. 
	

	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
	3- one objective was done in finding angles, which are not clearly defined. There is no stated hypothesis and no conclusion or objective mentioned. The definitions that are present are appropriate.
	

	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
	3- There is no literature review. There are several relevant references. The list is sufficient, but no mention or reference to these works is included in the paper. The author should, for example, mention the much more popular and applicable and motivating hyper-dual split quaternions instead. The references are interesting and there is no literature review present. This is extremely important as some of the references are good and worthy of discussion.
	

	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
	4- The methodology is correct, and the results stated, however at times without definition, interpretation, application, discussion or conclusion. The algebra’s calculations and math is correct but lacking definitions. Notation is sometimes vague, but ok.
	

	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
	N/A- no ethical issues to address.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-results are clearly presented as theorems, but they are not discussed nor motivated.
	

	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
	5- Tables and Figures are present and helpful, as they provide information useful in the proofs and give some idea as to what is being discussed.
	

	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
	2-There is no discussion, let alone one that relates findings in the references. The references contain good algebraic machinery and results and these deserve to be mentioned, if not discussed.
	

	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
	3-conclusions are absent, but theorems and proofs are correct. A full conclusion section is needed in detail.
	

	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
	2-almost no limitations of the study are discussed. In fact not even for what it’s good are discussed!
	

	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
	5-references are relevant, interesting, and sufficient. Discussion and reference to them in the paper would help a lot!
	

	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-The language is clear and understandable. Definitions of the words used in the title, key words list, and abstract would be helpful.
	






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.
	The title of the article is suitable, so long as the words are defined in the introductory sections.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of the article is not comprehensive. It can be improved by adding objectives, purpose, hypotheses, applications… anything at all
There is basically no abstract as it is far too short and unmotivating
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. Terminology and notation are consistent within the paper and the literature. Some discussion and hypotheses would help.
	

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

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





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Adding definitions, a decent abstract and conclusion, as well as future work, limitations, and motivations would make the article acceptable for future review. A decent literature review will pique interest and present motivation for the research and for the reader.
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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)

	








Reviewer details:
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