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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 focuses on the construction of Linear Complementary Dual (LCD) codes using anti-tridiagonal Hankel matrices. It extends existing results on LCD codes derived from Toeplitz and tridiagonal matrices by introducing a new framework that connects Hankel matrices with symmetric tridiagonal 2-Toeplitz matrices via permutation similarity. The paper derives necessary and sufficient conditions for LCD codes over finite fields (both even and odd characteristics) using eigenvalue analysis and factorization of characteristic polynomials.
	



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
	The title “LCD code construction from Hankel matrix” is clear and reflects the main focus of the study.
4 = Good
	

	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
	The abstract is very brief and lacks essential components of a comprehensive scientific abstract.
3 = Satisfactory
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords (LCD codes, Toeplitz matrices, Hankel matrices) are relevant to the core topic of the manuscript and help identify the general research area.
3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	The paper provides relevant background on LCD codes and references important prior work, particularly developments involving Toeplitz matrices and their applications.
3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	The research objectives can be inferred from the introduction—particularly the aim to construct LCD codes using anti-tridiagonal Hankel matrices and extend existing results.
3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	The literature review includes relevant and relatively recent works, particularly from 2021 to 2024, and appropriately cites key contributions in the development of LCD codes and constructions using Toeplitz matrices.
4 = Good
	

	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
	The research methodology is appropriate and well-aligned with the objectives of the study.
4 = Good
	

	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
	Ethical considerations are not directly applicable.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are mathematically sound and presented through clearly stated theorems and proofs.
3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	The manuscript does not include tables or figures, which is acceptable given its purely theoretical and mathematical nature.
	

	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
	The manuscript makes some effort to relate its findings to existing literature, particularly by referencing prior work on LCD codes constructed from Toeplitz matrices.
3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	The conclusions are generally supported by the mathematical results presented in the form of theorems and proofs.
4 = Good
	

	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
	The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the limitations of the study. While some constraints can be inferred (such as restrictions on parameters, field characteristics, and complexity of constructions), these are not clearly articulated as limitations.
	

	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
	The references cited are relevant and appropriate for the topic, covering key foundational works as well as recent developments (up to 2024) in LCD codes and related matrix constructions.
4 = Good
	

	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
	The manuscript is understandable at a technical level, but the language quality requires significant improvement.
3 = Satisfactory
	



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 is generally suitable and reflects the main focus of the study.
	

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and reasonably recent, including key foundational works and several studies.
	

	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 apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. The work is purely theoretical and does not involve human subjects, animal experiments, or sensitive data.
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The theoretical framework is sound, and the results are supported by rigorous algebraic methods. The connection established between Hankel matrices and symmetric tridiagonal Toeplitz matrices is particularly interesting and adds value to the work.
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