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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.
	NA
	


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
The title explicitly states the core mathematical action and the exact graph family being studied, leaving zero ambiguity about the paper's scope.
	

	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
While it clearly defines edge dominating sets, edge domatic partitions, and sets up the problem, it misses the opportunity to explicitly state the actual numerical results (the decomposition numbers) found for the ladder graphs.  
	

	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

The keywords accurately capture the core concepts (Edge domatic number, decomposition, Ladder graphs), but adding terms like "Cartesian product" could improve the paper's discoverability.
	

	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
	3

The introduction briefly mentions the origins of the domatic number and edge decomposition, but it is quite sparse. Expanding on why this specific decomposition matters or its potential real-world network applications would strengthen the setup.
	

	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

The primary goal of establishing the edge domatic decomposition numbers of ladder graphs is stated directly at the very end of the introduction.  
	

	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

The literature review is minimal, relying on just eight citations. Furthermore, one citation (Dinishiya J. H and E. Ebin Raja Merly) is bizarrely dated with the future year 2026, which raises a red flag regarding the bibliography's accuracy.  
	

	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 mathematical proofs utilizing constructive methods and case-by-case analysis (e.g., separating by odd vs. even paths) are standard and appropriate for this type of theoretical graph research.
	

	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

This is a pure mathematical graph theory paper without human subjects, animals, or sensitive data, rendering ethical approvals unnecessary.  
	

	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 lemmas and theorems are laid out logically in Section 4, and the proofs walk the reader through the partition sets step-by-step.  
	

	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
	2

The paper is entirely devoid of visual aids. Graph theory relies heavily on visual intuition; omitting diagrams of the ladder graphs (Lp, CLp, TLp) and their specific edge partitions makes the mathematical proofs much harder to digest.
	

	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 manuscript lacks a dedicated discussion section to contextualize these specific decomposition numbers against previous findings in the broader landscape of graph theory.
	

	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 brief conclusion accurately reflects the main mathematical achievement of the paper and suggests a logical next step (extending to other Cartesian products).  
	

	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

The author does not dedicate any space to discussing potential limitations, boundaries of the proofs, or the computational complexities of finding these numbers for massive graphs.
	

	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
	3

Eight references are remarkably low for a full research article, and they need a thorough review to correct chronological errors (like the 2026 publication date) and to include more recent advancements 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
	4
The mathematical English is generally sound, and the notation is consistent throughout the proofs, though a few minor grammatical refinements could polish the prose.  
	


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.
	NO
The authors could briefly state the exact main results regarding the decomposition numbers in the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The mathematical proofs appear logically structured based on graph theory principles.

The paper is a solid mathematical contribution but severely lacks visual aids. Including figures illustrating the ladder graphs and examples of their edge domatic partitions would greatly enhance readability for the audience. Furthermore, the study lacks a section discussing its limitations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The author should include more references on graph decomposition and edge domatic numbers to better reflect the state of the art, as eight references are too few for a comprehensive research article.
	

	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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