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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 potential value of the study lies in the derivation of two left- and right-sided operator relations and in obtaining several special cases connected with known Mittag-Leffler-type functions. However, in its current form, the scientific contribution is weakened by insufficient clarification of the assumptions underlying the transformations, the absence of numerical illustrations or application examples, and a largely outdated reference list. The manuscript may be considered for publication only after substantial revision of its mathematical presentation, language, and structure.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4 The title generally reflects the content of the paper. However, it could be stylistically improved. A more natural formulation would be: Generalized Fractional Differential Operators Associated with an Extended Mittag-Leffler-Type Function.
	

	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    The abstract briefly identifies the research object and the claimed results, but it does not clearly state the novelty, the assumptions under which the results hold, or the significance of the findings. It also contains language problems, for example, “Results … are follows.”
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4   The keywords are relevant to the topic. However, terminology should be standardized, for example: extended Mittag-Leffler-type function, Marichev-Saigo-Maeda operators, and generalized Wright function.
	

	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   The introduction contains definitions of the main special functions and operators. However, it does not sufficiently explain the research gap, the distinction between the present work and previous studies, or the motivation for considering this particular extension of the Mittag-Leffler function.
	

	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
	4  The objective can be inferred from the text, but it should be stated explicitly in the introduction. The authors should clearly indicate that the purpose is to derive two image formulas for left- and right-sided fractional differential operators and to establish their reductions to known results.
	

	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   Most references date from 1971-2018. The literature review should be supplemented with recent publications from the last 5-7 years on generalized Mittag-Leffler functions, fractional operators with special-function kernels, and applications of fractional calculus.
	

	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
	3  The analytical approach is appropriate for a theoretical paper. However, the authors should rigorously justify the interchange of summation and operator action, convergence of the relevant series, and the validity of termwise differentiation and integration.
	

	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  The study is purely theoretical and does not involve human participants, animals, personal data, or experimental procedures. The declaration concerning the use of language-editing tools should remain accurate and consistent with the journal’s policy.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3   The main results are presented in the form of two theorems and several corollaries. However, readability is reduced by language errors, inconsistent formatting, the large number of parameters, and insufficient explanatory text around the formulas.
	

	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


	2  No tables or figures are included. This may be acceptable for a theoretical paper; nevertheless, the manuscript would benefit from at least one concrete parameter example, verification of a particular special case, or a numerical illustration of one of the derived formulas.
	

	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  There is no separate discussion section. The connection with earlier results is limited to brief references to special cases in the corollaries and remarks. The authors should provide a more systematic comparison of their contribution with the works of Gupta et al., Ahmed, Chaurasia and Pandey, Saxena and Saigo, as well as more recent studies.
	

	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
	3   The conclusions generally correspond to the stated theorems. However, the claim that the results are “new and have uniqueness identity in the literature” is too general and should be replaced with a precise and verifiable statement based on comparison with previous research.
	

	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
	4  The manuscript includes a limitations section and correctly notes the absence of numerical examples and the dependence of the results on convergence assumptions. However, these limitations should also be reflected in the main body of the paper through explicit assumptions in the theorem statements and proofs.
	

	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   The classical references are relevant, but the bibliography requires updating. The authors should add recent publications, verify all bibliographic details, provide DOIs where available, and correct incomplete entries. In particular, reference No. 7 appears incomplete.
	

	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  The English language requires thorough professional editing. The manuscript contains grammatical errors, incorrect agreement, unnatural phrasing, problems with articles and punctuation, and inconsistent terminology.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
1)  The introduction should clearly define the research problem, objective, and specific contribution of the paper in comparison with previous studies.
2)  The mathematical rigor of the proofs should be strengthened. In particular, the authors should explicitly state the conditions under which the following operations are valid:
termwise application of the fractional differential operator to the power series;
interchange of summation, integration, and differentiation;
use of the operator formulas for power functions;
convergence of the resulting generalized Wright functions.
3)  There is an inconsistency in the theorem numbering. After the derivation of formula (3.1), the manuscript states “Which completes the proof of theorem 3,” whereas it should refer to “Theorem 1.” The numbering of theorems, corollaries, equations, and cross-references should be carefully checked throughout the paper.
4)  The terminology and notation should be standardized. For example, the manuscript uses both “Meada” and “Maeda,” as well as several inconsistent variants of the term “extended Mittag-Leffler-type function.”
5)  The English language should be substantially improved. Professional academic proofreading or editing by a qualified scientific editor is strongly recommended.
6)  The reference list should be updated with more recent literature. All references should be checked for completeness, consistency of style, correct author names, publication details, and DOI information where available.
7)  The manuscript would benefit from a separate subsection entitled “Comparison with Earlier Results” or “Discussion.” This section should explain:
which parameter choices lead to previously known formulas;
which results are genuinely new;
how the obtained formulas differ from the cited studies;
which classes of fractional-calculus problems may potentially benefit from these results.
8)  To strengthen the presentation, the authors should add at least one meaningful example, such as a concrete parameter choice, a detailed derivation of a known special case, or a numerical verification of one of the formulas.
9)  The conclusion should be rewritten more precisely. The statement “The provided results are new and have uniqueness identity in the literature” should be replaced with an academically appropriate and substantiated description of the specific extension achieved by the study.
	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.

	YES, with minor revision. The title is relevant to the subject of the manuscript, but it may be improved stylistically as follows: Generalized Fractional Differential Operators Associated with an Extended Mittag-Leffler-Type Function.
	

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

	NO. The abstract should be revised to clearly state the research objective, the operators considered, the main findings, the assumptions under which the formulas hold, their relation to known special cases, and the potential significance of the results. Language editing is also required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The general mathematical idea appears relevant, but the proofs require stronger justification of convergence conditions and of the interchange of operations. The authors should also correct numbering errors, standardize notation, and verify all reductions to special cases.
	

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

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

	NO. The reference list includes important classical studies but does not adequately reflect recent developments in the field. The authors should add more recent publications and correct incomplete or inconsistently formatted references.
	

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

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

	NO. No specific ethical issues have been identified for this theoretical mathematical study. The declaration concerning the use of software tools for language editing should be accurate and consistent with the journal’s editorial policy.
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Maryna Iurchenko, Klaipeda University, Lithuania
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