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highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Although matrices (as arrays) existed much earlier, matrix algebra originated with Arthur 
Cayley [1] in 1858 and was developed further by many others. As noted by Cayley, in 
general two matrices A and B do not commute, i.e.AB6= BA. However, certain special 
families of matrices do commute e.g.circulant matrices. Other families of commuting 
matrices are constructed in the present paper together with their Jordan form and singular 
value decomposition. We utilize the method of sequential compounding which has a long 
history as discussed by Rogers, et.al. [6] and used by them in constructions of magic 
squares and Latin squares. The Kronecker product, denoted by -� and its associated 
identities (see Meyer [4]) is employed in our construction. All matrices in the present paper 
are square. 
 
It seems the results are new and original. I recommend the paper for possible publication 
after adopting the following points: 
1). What are the advantages of the results, discuss in detail. 
2). Some comparative study should be included. 
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