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	Optional/General comments


	Below is a summary of several concerns that arise from a careful reading of the paper: 

1. Notation and Clarity Unclear and Inconsistent Notation: 

 The paper is replete with typographical and formatting issues (for example, nonstandard symbols in place of familiar mathematical symbols) that make it difficult to follow the logical development. Definitions—such as those for the functions 𝑆(𝑠), S2(s), and the auxiliary functions like 𝐶1 and C2—are given in a confusing manner. Such imprecision can mask deeper logical or mathematical errors.

2. Handling of Conditionally Convergent Series Rearrangement Without Justification: The Dirichlet eta function, as defined, converges conditionally for many values of 𝑠 (especially on the critical strip). The paper splits the series into parts (even and odd terms) and rearranges them without a rigorous justification. Because rearrangements of conditionally convergent series can lead to different sums (by Riemann’s rearrangement theorem), any conclusions drawn from such manipulations require extra care, which is not evident here.

3. Use of Topological Concepts Unconventional Application: The author introduces notions from topology—such as adherent points and closures—to study properties of the Dirichlet eta function. Although topological ideas can be powerful, their introduction in this context is unconventional. The paper does not adequately justify why these topological properties should control the analytic behavior of 𝑆(𝑠) or lead to equivalences with the Riemann hypothesis. This lack of motivation and connection to classical analytic number theory is concerning.

4. Logical and Methodological Concerns Reliance on “Obvious” and Circular Arguments: Several proofs (for instance, in Lemmas 1 and 2) are either stated as “obvious” or presented by an appeal to contradiction without providing full details. In some cases, the argument appears to assume properties that would be true if—and only if—the Riemann hypothesis holds. This raises the possibility of circular reasoning: assuming a key property (or a reformulation of it) to derive a result that is then claimed to be equivalent to the Riemann hypothesis 

Equivalence Claims: The paper ultimately proposes two new conjectures stated to be equivalent to the Riemann hypothesis. However, the derivations leading to these conjectures lack the rigor and detail needed to convincingly demonstrate their equivalence. It is not clear whether these “new” conjectures are merely a rephrasing of the hypothesis or if they offer any genuine new insight.

5. Overall Rigor Insufficient Detail: Throughout, many steps are either glossed over or justified only by informal arguments (“by absurd”, “obvious”, etc.). This level of rigor is insufficient when addressing one of mathematics’ most challenging problems. In a subject as delicate as the Riemann hypothesis, each transformation and assumption must be backed by meticulous justification.
Therefore, in my view, while the paper attempts to present an alternative viewpoint by linking the behavior of the Dirichlet eta function (and related series) to the Riemann hypothesis through topological and series manipulation arguments, the following major issues stand out: Unclear and inconsistent notation that obscures the logical flow. Rearrangement of a conditionally convergent series without a rigorous treatment. Use of topological concepts in a non-standard way without clear justification. Proofs that rely on assumptions which may themselves be equivalent to the Riemann hypothesis, raising the specter of circular reasoning. In summary, these flaws cast significant doubt on the overall validity of the arguments presented in the paper. A more detailed and rigorous analysis would be necessary to determine whether the proposed conjectures offer any new progress toward understanding—or proving—the Riemann hypothesis.
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