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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 is highly valuable to the mathematical and scientific community because it significantly advances the foundational field of fixed point theory by extending it to the more generalized framework of cone b-metric-like spaces. By applying a rational-type integral contraction condition to multivalued mappings, the research successfully unifies and broadens several classic theorems, including the Banach and Kannan contraction principles. This theoretical expansion provides researchers with a more robust and flexible toolkit for analyzing and solving complex nonlinear equations that frequently arise in advanced mathematical analysis. Furthermore, by providing concrete examples that bridge abstract topology with tangible analytical problems, the authors ensure their findings have practical applicability for future mathematical modeling and research.
	



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 = Excellent

The title, "Fixed point theorem utilizing rational-type integral contraction for multivalued mappings in cone b metric like space," is highly clear and perfectly appropriate for the study. It effectively and accurately encapsulates all the core mathematical components of the manuscript.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent

The abstract provides a highly comprehensive summary of the manuscript. It clearly outlines the primary objective (proving a common fixed point theorem for multivalued mappings in a cone b-metric-like space using a rational-type integral contraction), notes that sufficient conditions are provided, states the generalizability of the findings, and mentions the inclusion of corollaries and an illustrative example.
	

	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

The keywords ("Fixed point, Cone b metric like space, Integral contraction") are highly relevant and accurately reflect the primary mathematical themes of the paper. However, adding "multivalued mappings" to the keyword list would have made it slightly more comprehensive.
	

	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
The introduction effectively traces the evolution of fixed point theorems, starting from ordinary metric spaces up to generalized cone metric spaces and cone b-metric-like spaces. It appropriately references foundational researchers such as Banach, Kannan, Chatterjea, Du, and Nadler, providing a solid and organized framework for the study.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
The objectives are stated with perfect clarity at the conclusion of the introduction. The authors explicitly write that the purpose of the work is to "extend fixed point theory to the more general setting of cone b metric like spaces" and to develop "new common fixed point results for multivalued mappings using rational-type contraction conditions"
	

	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 = Satisfactory
The manuscript includes relevant literature that covers the necessary historical context, ranging from 1969 to 2018. While foundational papers are present and relevant, the references cap at 2018, which means it may lack the most current (post-2020) advancements in the field, despite citing an AMS Subject Classification of 2020.
	

	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
For a theoretical mathematics paper, the methodology relies on establishing preliminary definitions, formulating a theorem, and executing a rigorous mathematical proof. The authors successfully utilize mathematical induction, sequence construction, and metric space properties to prove Cauchy convergence and fixed points, which is the exact standard for this discipline.
	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The main result (Theorem 3.1) is stated distinctly with four clear preliminary assumptions. The mathematical proof that follows is laid out logically and step-by-step, making it highly readable for researchers in the field. Furthermore, the transition from the main theorem to its specific corollaries is smooth and mathematically sound.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript lacks a dedicated "Discussion" section. While the introduction and abstract state that the findings generalize existing theorems in the literature, the paper concludes abruptly after Example 3.6 without a concluding discussion that explicitly compares the new findings back to the specific referenced works.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
In the context of pure mathematics, the "data" consists of logical proofs. The conclusions—that the mappings G and H have a common fixed point—are thoroughly 
supported by the rigorous step-by-step mathematical proofs provided in Theorem 3.1 and subsequent corollaries. Example 3.6 also successfully demonstrates the application of the theorem, supporting the theoretical conclusion.
	

	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
	1 = Poor
The manuscript does not contain any discussion regarding the limitations or potential boundary conditions of the proposed theorems.
	

	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
The reference list contains 23 citations, which is a sufficient number to build the theoretical foundation for the paper. The references are highly relevant, drawing on key papers concerning cone metric spaces, multivalued mappings, and various metric-like spaces.
	.

	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 = Good
The language and mathematical notations are clear, direct, and well-suited for the target scientific audience. However, there are minor typographical inconsistencies throughout the text (e.g., oscillating between "cone b metric like spaces", "cone b-metric-like spaces", and "cone bmetric like spaces") that could be polished for better consistency.
	



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 accurately reflects the core mathematical concepts explored in the study, explicitly mentioning the fixed point theorem, rational-type integral contraction, multivalued mappings, and the specific cone b-metric-like space used.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
The abstract effectively summarizes the manuscript's primary goals, methodology, and findings, noting the generalization of known results and the inclusion of corollaries and an illustrative example.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
The mathematical reasoning, sequence construction, and logical progression within the main theorem's proof appear structurally sound and follow established mathematical conventions for fixed point theory.
	

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

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

	NO

While the references are mathematically relevant and sufficient in number (with 23 citations), they are not entirely recent. The most recent citations provided in the bibliography are from the year 2018.
Suggestion for Improvement: The authors should update the literature review and bibliography to include recent advancements in generalized metric spaces and fixed point theory published from 2019 to the present.
	


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

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

	NO
This is a purely theoretical mathematical manuscript focusing on abstract spaces and mathematical mappings. It does not involve human subjects, animal testing, or sensitive data that would present ethical concerns.
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