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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.
	The manuscript presents an interesting contribution to graph neural networks by combining neural ODE dynamics, fixed-point equilibrium learning, and implicit Jacobian regularization. The study is important because stability and convergence remain major challenges in continuous-depth graph learning models. The proposed topology-aware Jacobian regularization is meaningful since it incorporates graph structure directly into the stability mechanism instead of relying only on global Lipschitz constraints. The reported results show improved convergence, robustness, and classification performance compared with several existing GNN and GNN-ODE baselines
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

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


	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	



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

	Yes, with minor correction. The abstract is informative, but it may be slightly shortened and polished to avoid repeated expressions such as “stable convergence” and “regularization.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	yes, with minor correction. The proposed framework is scientifically meaningful. However, the authors should improve the mathematical presentation of the ODE and fixed-point equations, because some symbols are not clearly displayed in the manuscript.

The following points should be addressed before final acceptance:
1. Some mathematical equations contain missing or unclear symbols. Please revise all equations carefully and define every variable used in the ODE, fixed-point solver, Jacobian regularization, and loss function. 
2. The authors should briefly explain how the proposed implicit Jacobian regularization differs from standard Lipschitz regularization in practical implementation. 
3. Please add more details about the hyperparameters, including regularization weight, convergence tolerance, number of iterations, optimizer settings, and stopping criterion. 
4. The results are promising, but the authors should mention whether the reported values are averages over multiple runs and, where possible, include standard deviations. 
5. The language should be polished slightly to improve readability. 
6. The literature review may be strengthened by citing a few related works on fixed-point methods, nonlinear ODE modeling, neural-network-based computation, and stability analysis.


	

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

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

	Yes, but minor improvement is suggested. The reference list is generally relevant, but the authors should add a few recent works related to fixed-point theory, ODE-based modeling, neural-network computation, and stability analysis.
The authors may consider citing the following three relevant papers from the uploaded publication list:
1.  Some fixed point theorems in generalized parametric metric spaces and applications to ordinary differential equations. Mathematica Slovaca, 2024;74(5):1277–1290.
This is highly relevant because the submitted manuscript is based on fixed-point convergence and ODE-type dynamical modeling. 
2. . Analysis of Hybrid NAR-RBFs Networks for complex non-linear Covid-19 model with fractional operators. BMC Infectious Diseases, 2024;24(1):1051.
This is relevant to neural-network-based modeling of nonlinear dynamical systems and can support the computational-learning background of the paper. 
3. Mathematical simulation of tangent hyperbolic nanofluid flow coupled with homogenous/heterogeneous chemical reaction by using Levenberg–Marquardt back propagation over a Riga plate. Journal of Thermal Analysis and Calorimetry, 2024.
This is relevant as a recent neural-network/back-propagation-based numerical modeling study and may strengthen the background on computational learning methods. 

	

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

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

	no
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