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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.
	This manuscript makes a valuable contribution to the field of mathematical analysis by extending a known result on absolute Riesz summability factors to the more general framework of absolute matrix summability. The study establishes new sufficient conditions for the φ-|B; δ|k summability of infinite series, thereby broadening the applicability of existing summability theories. The results provide a useful theoretical foundation for future research on matrix transformations and summability methods. Hence, the paper will be of interest to researchers working in summability theory, infinite series, and related areas of mathematical 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
The title is clear, concise, and appropriately reflects the study's focus on absolute matrix summability and infinite series. It accurately represents the main contribution of the manuscript.
	

	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
The abstract is concise and covers the objective, methodology, and main contribution of the study. It clearly states that a known result is extended to a more general framework and presents the key outcome of establishing sufficient summability conditions

	

	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
The keywords are relevant, specific, and closely aligned with the manuscript's subject matter, making the article easy to identify and retrieve for researchers in summability theory and mathematical analysis.
	

	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 
The background is sufficient and well organized, with minor scope for improvement in clarity and recent references.
	

	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 = Good 
The research objectives are clearly stated and aligned with the study.
	

	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 
The literature review is relevant and reasonably up to date, with minor scope for including more recent studies.
	

	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 = Good 
The methodology is appropriate and adequately supports the objectives of the study.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent 
 Ethical considerations are appropriately addressed where 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
The results are clearly presented and adequately supported by the study.
	

	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
	4 = Good 
The tables and figures are relevant, clear, and generally necessary for presenting the results.
	

	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
The discussion relates the findings to existing literature, with some scope for deeper comparison.
	

	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
The conclusions are generally supported by the reported data and findings.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The limitations are mentioned but could be discussed more clearly and comprehensively.
	

	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 
The references are relevant and sufficient in number, with minor scope for adding recent studies.
	

	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 
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, with minor language improvements needed.
	




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 appropriate and accurately reflects the content and scope of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract is comprehensive and adequately summarizes the study’s objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
The manuscript is scientifically sound and the methodology and findings are generally appropriate.

The manuscript is well structured and scientifically sound, with relevant methodology and clearly presented results. Minor improvements in the discussion of limitations and recent literature would strengthen the manuscript. Overall, I recommend acceptance with minor revisions.

	

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

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

	YES
The references are sufficient and reasonably recent.
	

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

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

	NO
No significant ethical issues are identified in the manuscript.
	


Reviewer details:
. T Rakesh Singh, Aurora`s Scientific and Technological Institute, India
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