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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 results in elementary number theory, specifically the infinitude of primes in certain arithmetic progressions. While the topic is mathematically important, the contribution of the manuscript is limited, as the results presented are well known and largely follow existing techniques with minimal innovation. The work mainly reformulates known arguments (e.g. Euclid-type constructions, Fermat numbers, and Saidak’s method) rather than advancing new theoretical insights. Consequently, its scientific impact is modest and primarily pedagogical rather than research-oriented. The manuscript may be of limited value to the broader mathematical research community but could serve as an expository note
if properly reframed.
	





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
	3 (Satisfactory)
Title is broadly correct but unclear and not stylistically polished (“certain types” is imprecise).
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
Lacks precision, overstates novelty (“different elegant proofs”), and does not clearly state contributions or limitations.
	

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

Relevant but generic; lacks specificity.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)

Adequate but largely textbook-level; lacks critical synthesis.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)

Not explicitly stated; implied rather than formally articulated.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
References are present but not critically engaged; lacks recent or contextual framing.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
No formal methodological framework; proofs are presented but not rigorously structured as original contributions.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)

Logical gaps and unjustified claims weaken clarity.
	

	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
	

	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
	1 (Poor)

No meaningful discussion section; no comparison with literature.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
Weak and generic; does not reflect critical insight or limitations.
	

	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
	1 (Poor)

Not discussed.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)

Relevant but partly outdated and inconsistently formatted.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)

Generally understandable but contains grammatical and stylistic issues.
	





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?
	NO (“Elementary Proofs for the Infinitude of
	



	If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Primes in Selected Arithmetic Progressions”)
	

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


The abstract should explicitly:

· State the exact contributions,
· Clarify that results are elementary proofs of known cases,
· Avoid implying novelty beyond reformulation,
· Briefly indicate the methods used.
	

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


Major issues:

· The proof of Theorem 4 relies on claims such as “they have different prime factors” without rigorous justification.
· The iterative construction (N, N+4, N+8) assumes independence of prime factors without formal proof.
· Similar issues appear in Theorem 6.
· Some arguments are heuristic rather than strictly rigorous.

Required improvement:

· Provide full justification of coprimality implications,
· Clearly prove distinctness of prime divisors,
· Avoid implicit assumptions.
	

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

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


Suggestions:

· Include modern treatments of Dirichlet’s theorem and elementary proofs,
· Remove or justify informal web references,
· Improve citation consistency and formatting.
	

	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 does not meet the standard of a research article. The results are well known and the proofs lack sufficient rigour to be considered publishable in their current form. The contribution is largely expository but is not presented as such. I recommend rejection or, at best, reconsideration as a short expository note after substantial revision and rigorous correction of proofs.
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