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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 makes a meaningful contribution to the field of fixed-point theory by introducing a novel result for orthogonal quasi-contraction mappings in o-complete super metric spaces . By extending classical concepts such as the Banach contraction principle to more generalized and abstract frameworks, the work enhances the applicability of fixed-point results to complex, non-linear mathematical structures. The integration of orthogonal structures with super metric spaces provides a new perspective that may inspire further theoretical developments and refinements in this domain. Moreover, the results have potential implications for applied areas such as functional analysis, optimization, and the study of non-linear operators, thereby increasing the manuscript’s relevance to the broader scientific community.
	





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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	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
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	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 = Satisfactory
The manuscript makes some effort to relate its findings to existing literature, particularly in the introduction and conclusion where prior work is referenced. However, there is limited in-depth discussion explicitly comparing the obtained results with previously established theorems or highlighting how the current contribution advances or differs from them. A more detailed and critical discussion linking the findings to recent studies would significantly strengthen this aspect.

	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the limitations of the study. While it presents a theoretical advancement, it lacks a critical reflection on potential constraints, such as assumptions made in the theorem, restrictions of the space considered, or limitations in applicability. Including a brief discussion of these aspects would improve the completeness and transparency of the work.
Top of Form
Bottom of Form

	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable and conveys the main ideas of the study. However, there are several grammatical issues, awkward sentence constructions, and inconsistencies in notation that affect overall clarity. Some parts, particularly in the proof and definitions, would benefit from improved language precision and smoother phrasing. Careful proofreading and language editing would significantly enhance readability and the overall quality of the manuscript.

	





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.
	Yes
The title is suitable as it accurately reflects the main focus and key concepts of the study, including fixed-point results, orthogonal quasi-contraction mappings, and o-complete super metric spaces. However, for slight improvement in readability and grammatical flow, it could be refined to:
Suggested Improvement:
A Fixed Point Result for Orthogonal Quasi-Contraction Mappings in O-Complete Super Metric Spaces

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The abstract is generally comprehensive as it outlines the main objective, key concepts, and contribution of the study. However, for further improvement, it could briefly include a more explicit statement of the main theorem and highlight potential applications to enhance its overall impact and completeness.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (with minor concerns)
The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct in its overall approach, as it follows established mathematical principles and builds upon well-known concepts in fixed-point theory. The definitions, theorem formulation, and logical structure of the proof are generally consistent with standard practices in pure mathematics.
However, to strengthen scientific rigor, the authors should carefully verify the proof for completeness and clarity, ensure all assumptions are explicitly stated, and maintain consistent notation throughout. Minor gaps or unclear steps in the proof should be elaborated to avoid ambiguity and improve reproducibility.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The references are generally sufficient and include a mix of foundational and some recent works relevant to the topic. However, incorporating a few more very recent studies could further strengthen the manuscript.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
There are no ethical issues in this manuscript, as it is purely theoretical and does not involve human participants, animals, or sensitive data.

	



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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a meaningful extension of fixed-point theory by introducing a new result for orthogonal quasi-contraction mappings in o-complete super metric spaces. The topic is relevant and contributes to ongoing research in nonlinear analysis and generalized metric spaces. The structure of the paper is generally logical, and the inclusion of an example helps illustrate the main result.
However, the manuscript would benefit from several improvements. The language and grammar need careful revision to enhance clarity and readability. The proof of the main theorem should be presented more rigorously, with clearer steps and consistent notation. Additionally, the authors are encouraged to provide a more detailed discussion comparing their results with existing literature and to explicitly highlight the novelty and significance of their contribution. Including a brief discussion of limitations and potential applications would further strengthen the paper.
Overall, the manuscript is a valuable contribution but requires minor to moderate revisions before it can be considered for publication.
The manuscript presents a valuable theoretical contribution, but improvements are needed in clarity, language, proof presentation, and literature discussion before it is suitable for publication.
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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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