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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 introduces a novel fixed-point result for orthogonal quasi-contraction mappings in o-complete super metric spaces. The incorporation of orthogonal structures and super metric spaces provides new insights into convergence behavior and uniqueness of fixed points in complex spaces. It broadens applicability to complex, non-linear settings where classical methods may not suffice.
	





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.
The title is clear and focused. It tell what the author want to do and in which area he is applying .
	

	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.

it could be improved by including more specific details about key results and potential applications to enhance its comprehensiveness.
	

	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

Adding few specific words, make more better and clear.
	

	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.
the organization could be slightly improved by making the transitions between concepts smoother and by clearly emphasizing the research gap addressed by the paper.
	

	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.

They are not explicitly stated in a clear, separate form
	

	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.
the review could be strengthened by incorporating more recent publications (2023–2025) and providing a more critical comparison to clearly highlight the novelty and contribution of the present work.
	

	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 use of definitions, lemmas, and theorem–proof structure is well-suited to establish the proposed result in o-complete super metric spaces. The inclusion of illustrative examples further strengthens the validity and applicability of the methodology.
	

	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
The study is purely theoretical and mathematical in nature, involving no human participants, animal subjects, or sensitive data
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4.
The results are presented in a clear and logical manner, particularly through the structured statement and proof of the main theorem
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
the discussion section does not sufficiently relate the obtained results to previously established findings.
	

	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
The conclusions are generally supported by the theoretical results presented, particularly the proven theorem and illustrative example.
	

	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.
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the limitations of the study.
	

	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.
The references are relevant and cover key foundational works as well as some recent contributions in fixed-point theory and super metric spaces. could be slightly improved by including more up-to-date research (especially from 2023–2025) to better reflect current developments in the field.
	

	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
There are several grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and issues with clarity in some sections.
	





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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The references are relevant but not sufficiently recent. The authors should incorporate more recent (2023–2025) high-quality journal articles
	

	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 a purely theoretical mathematical study that does not involve human participants, animal subjects, or sensitive data.
	




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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents an extension of fixed-point theory in the setting of orthogonal quasi-contraction mappings within o-complete super metric spaces. The work is mathematically sound and contributes to the ongoing development of generalized metric space theory. However, the paper would benefit from improvements in language clarity, explicit statement of objectives, and a more detailed discussion connecting the results with existing literature.
Additionally, the inclusion of recent references (2023–2025) and a brief discussion on limitations would strengthen the manuscript. Subject to minor to moderate revisions addressing these points, the paper may be 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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