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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with
reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

Minor REVISION 1.
comments

Abstract needs to be improved upon because the author’s considered all cases
of a+f3 for 2n,

On page 101, the author need to be more specific by mentioning the specific
result in [1] where inequality (1.3) was proved to be equivalent to definition
1.1.

The title of proposition 1.1 and 1.2 in section 1 should be removed completely,
since the propositions were repeted under section 2 (inequality 1.6 and 1.7
appeared twice).

The author’s refered to definition ( B) that does not exist in the manuscript.
The clearification is neccessary.

The Proposition 1.1 and 1.2 is the main results of the manuscript then it should
only appear under main result and not under introduction. Hence, Proposition
1.1 and 1.2 must be removed from the introdution.

The Proposition 1.1 and 1.2 that appeared under section 2 and should be
changed to Proposition 2.1 and 2.2.

The paper rested on the unknown pivot (Mid-Convex). The meaning of Mid-
Convex is not clearly written. Hence , the definition must be clearly stated in
the manuscript.

Equation numbering are not tally, at all, with section at which they appeared.

Optional /General
comments

Reviewer Details:

Name:

Rauf, K.

Department, University & Country

Department of Mathematics, University of llorin, Ilorin, Nigeria

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




