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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 an important topic in the field of fractional calculus and inequality theory by extending Hermite--Hadamard type inequalities through k-fractional Riemann--Liouville integrals. Such generalizations contribute to the deeper understanding of convexity and its role in modern mathematical analysis. The results may provide useful tools for researchers working on integral inequalities, fractional operators, and their applications in applied mathematics and related disciplines. 

	



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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	





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?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	“Generalized Hermite–Hadamard Inequalities via k-Fractional Riemann–Liouville Integrals”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	In this paper, we establish new Hermite--Hadamard type inequalities by utilizing k-fractional Riemann--Liouville integrals. The results are derived for various classes of generalized convex functions, including relative semi-convex, relative h-convex, and relative g-convex functions. These inequalities extend and refine several existing results in the literature by incorporating k-fractional integral operators. The obtained results not only generalize classical Hermite--Hadamard inequalities but also provide a unified framework for studying inequalities associated with fractional calculus. Potential applications of these results may arise in the analysis of fractional differential equations and related fields.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript would benefit from significant improvements in language, clarity, and presentation. The authors should clearly highlight the novelty of their results and provide more detailed and rigorous proofs with proper justification. In addition, the notation and formatting need to be made consistent throughout the paper, and the introduction should better explain the motivation and research gap. Improving these aspects will enhance the readability and overall quality of the work.

	

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

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

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

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

	No major ethical concerns are identified in this manuscript.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Summary: The manuscript studies extensions of Hermite{Hadamard type
inequalities using k-fractional Riemann{Liouville integrals and generalized con-
vex functions. While the topic is relevant, the paper requires signi
cant im-
provements in clarity, presentation, and mathematical rigor.
1. Title and Abstract: The title is relevant but lengthy and can be simpli-

ed. The abstract contains grammatical errors and does not clearly state
the main results, or signi
cance of the work.
2. Introduction: The introduction provides general background but lacks
clarity and proper structure. There are several grammatical errors and
incorrectly written mathematical expressions. The research gap and mo-
tivation are not clearly identi
ed.
3. Literature Review: Although a reasonable number of references are
included, the review is descriptive rather than critical. The manuscript
does not adequately compare its results with existing work or highlight
recent developments.
4. Main Results: The theorems are structured properly, but their novelty
is unclear. The results appear to be incremental extensions of known
inequalities. No discussion of special cases or comparison with classical
results is provided.
5. Conclusion: The conclusion is brief and does not adequately summa-
rize the contributions. It also lacks discussion of implications and future
research directions.
6. Language and Formatting: The manuscript contains numerous gram-
matical and typographical errors. Mathematical notation, equation align-
ment, and spacing need signi
cant improvement.
Recommendation: The manuscript requires minor revision. The au-
thors should improve the language, clarify the novelty, strengthen the math-
ematical arguments, and ensure proper formatting before reconsideration for
publication.

The manuscript addresses an interesting topic in the area of fractional calculus and inequality theory. However, the paper requires substantial revision before it can be considered for publication. In particular, the authors need to improve the clarity of presentation, correct grammatical and typographical errors, and ensure consistency in notation throughout the manuscript. The novelty of the results should be more clearly emphasized, and the proofs should be presented with greater rigor and detail. Addressing these issues will significantly enhance the quality and readability of the paper.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	




Reviewer details:
P. Thirupathi Reddy, DRK Institute of Science & Technology, India







Page 3 of 4
V240326


