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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 addresses classical questions in elementary number theory, focusing on the infinitude of primes in specific arithmetic forms. This topic has long-standing importance both theoretically and in applications such as cryptography. The paper attempts to provide elementary proofs of special cases related to Dirichlet’s theorem, which may be useful for instructional or expository purposes. However, the results themselves are well known, and the manuscript does not clearly demonstrate a significant advancement beyond existing literature. Its main value lies in exposition rather than originality.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	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
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	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	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
	

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

	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
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	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
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
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	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
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	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 abstract should more clearly state the specific contributions of the paper, including the techniques used and how the results differ from existing proofs. At present, it remains too general.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
Comments:
While the general direction of the arguments is acceptable, several proofs lack sufficient detail and rigor. In particular, claims regarding the existence of distinct prime factors require more careful justification. The iterative constructions used in the proofs need to be presented more formally to ensure logical completeness.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
Suggestion:
The inclusion of more recent publications would strengthen the manuscript and place it in a more current research context.
	

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

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

	NO
	





PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	The manuscript presents known results using elementary techniques and may be of pedagogical interest. However, it lacks clear originality and does not meet the standard of novelty typically required for publication as a research article. In addition, there are concerns regarding the rigor and clarity of some proofs. I recommend that the manuscript be reconsidered after substantial revision.








PART  4: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:

	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. 
If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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