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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.
	1. 
The manuscript makes a significant contribution to the theory of absolute matrix summability by establishing a new and more general theorem for the  summability method. 
2. The obtained results extend several existing summability factor theorems and provide a unified framework for studying infinite series through positive normal matrices and generalized matrix transformations. 
3. These findings enrich the mathematical literature on summability theory and offer a broader basis for future investigations in sequence transformations, matrix methods, and related areas of analysis. 
4. Consequently, the results presented in this work are expected to be valuable for researchers working in summability theory, infinite series, and functional analysis.
	



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
	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
	4 = Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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 = 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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Not Applicable
	

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

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = 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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	

	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
	



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
Comments:
The title is generally suitable because it reflects the main focus of the manuscript, namely the development of a theorem in the area of generalized matrix summability methods. It is concise, relevant, and consistent with the theoretical nature of the work.
Optional suggestion for enhancement:
While the current title is acceptable, it could be made more specific by highlighting the particular summability method studied. For example:

"A New Theorem on Generalized Matrix Summability Methods"
This would better emphasize the uniqueness and specific contribution of the manuscript.

	

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

	YES

Comments:
The abstract is sufficiently comprehensive for a theoretical mathematics paper. It clearly states the main objective of the study, identifies the summability method under consideration, and highlights the principal contribution of establishing a new general theorem on  summability. The abstract is concise, relevant, and provides readers with an adequate overview of the scope and content of the manuscript.
Minor suggestion (optional):
The abstract could be further strengthened by briefly emphasizing the uniqueness of the theorem and its relationship to existing summability results, thereby highlighting the significance of the contribution.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
Comments:
The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. The mathematical framework is clearly defined, the assumptions are explicitly stated, and the proofs are developed using established techniques such as Abel's transformation and Hölder's inequality. The main theorem is logically derived from previously known results, and the conclusions are consistent with the analytical arguments presented. Although a complete verification of every technical detail would require an independent line-by-line proof check, no apparent mathematical inconsistencies or unsupported claims are evident. Overall, the work demonstrates a sound and rigorous treatment of generalized absolute matrix summability.
	

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

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

	YES
Comments:
The references are sufficient and reasonably recent for the scope of the study. The bibliography includes foundational works in summability theory as well as several relevant publications from recent years, including studies published between 2017 and 2023. The cited literature adequately supports the theoretical development of the manuscript and provides an appropriate context for the proposed theorem. Overall, the reference list is relevant, balanced, and satisfactory for a mathematical 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
Comments:
No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The study is purely theoretical and focuses on generalized absolute matrix summability methods and infinite series. It does not involve human participants, animals, patient data, confidential information, or experimental procedures requiring ethical approval or informed consent. Furthermore, no apparent issues related to plagiarism, data fabrication, or inappropriate scientific conduct are evident from the manuscript. Therefore, no ethical concerns arise in the present work.
	


Reviewer details:

Elumalai Muthaiyan, St. Joseph’s College of Engineering, India
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