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Compulsory REVISION comments
1. Done. And read the remark added in the conclusion.

-The author must include more references of the tools and related themes used in 2. Done.

the proposed demonstration, divisibility, congruence, number sequences, number 3. As | wrote that | am a hobbyist in maths, you will understand that |

theory, etcetera cannot enlarge my conclusions to other areas that | do not even

-The author must include updating references at least two of 2017 and 2018. know.

-The author must Improve the conclusions, giving the application in other areas, for

example arithmetic geometry. The conclusions must be enlarged explained the

prospective of this conjecture and of their demonstration. From the demonstration

can arise important concepts that enforce the proposed demonstration.
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