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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 presents a novel computational framework aimed at unifying the four fundamental forces through geometric compatibility and group theory analysis. It introduces an innovative approach that connects topology, symmetry, and scalar field dynamics in explaining the hierarchy of fundamental interactions. The work is important to the scientific community as it bridges phenomenological modeling with computational group theory, offering testable predictions and potential links to quantum field theory. Even if some aspects remain exploratory, the study provides new perspectives that may inspire future research toward a unified physical theory.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	NA
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract gives a clear and complete summary of the work, including the purpose, methods, and key results. It shows that the author has done detailed computational analysis and linked it well to the idea of force unification. However, it is quite technical and could be made easier to read by using simpler words and shorter sentences. I suggest adding one or two lines about how this research can be tested or used in future experiments to make it more practical and understandable for a wider audience.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is based on a strong scientific foundation and presents detailed computational and theoretical analysis. The author has applied established mathematical and physical concepts carefully, and the results appear consistent within the proposed framework. However, since the topic deals with complex and emerging theoretical ideas, some claims would benefit from further experimental or peer comparison to strengthen scientific validation. Overall, the scientific approach is logical and well-reasoned.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript includes a good number of references, and many of them are recent and relevant to the topic. The author has cited both foundational theories and newer studies that support the proposed framework. However, adding a few more references from recent high-impact journals on quantum field theory, gauge symmetry, and unified physics (for example, Physical Review D, Journal of High Energy Physics, or Physics Letters B) would further strengthen the background and show wider connection with current research.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	


The English in the article is mostly suitable for scholarly work, as it uses formal and technical terms effectively. However, there are minor issues like typos (e.g., missing spaces) and some awkward sentences that could confuse readers. Overall, it needs light editing for better clarity and flow.


	

	Optional/General comments

	
  The article's technical depth is impressive, but simplifying complex sections could improve accessibility. 
  Minor formatting issues (e.g., inconsistent spacing) should be fixed for professional presentation. 
  Clearer transitions between sections would enhance readability and flow.


	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
No significant ethical issues are evident. The manuscript appears to follow standard scientific practices, with transparent methodology, no apparent data fabrication, and proper citation of sources.
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