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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 fractional calculus by investigating generalized fractional integration and differentiation operators associated with the product of Srivastava polynomials and the extended Mittag-Leffler type function. The obtained image formulas expressed in terms of the generalized Wright hypergeometric function contribute to the existing literature and may be useful in the study of fractional differential equations and mathematical physics. The work has mathematical significance and provides a generalized framework from which several known results can be derived as special cases. With minor improvements in presentation and discussion, the manuscript can make a valuable contribution to the field.

	



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
	5
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	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
	4
The abstract summarizes the objectives and main findings well. A brief mention of the novelty and practical significance would further improve it.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The selected keywords are relevant and suitable for indexing and retrieval.
	

	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
	4
The introduction provides adequate background and motivation. A broader discussion of recent developments would strengthen the section.
	

	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
	5
The objectives are clearly defined and consistent throughout the manuscript.
	

	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
	4
The literature review is relevant; however, including a few more recent references would enhance its completeness.

	

	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
	5
The mathematical methodology is appropriate and logically developed.
	

	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
Not applicable for this theoretical mathematical study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        4
The mathematical results are presented systematically. Additional explanation of their significance would improve readability.


The inclusion of at least one illustrative example demonstrating the applicability of the main results is recommended. This would improve the clarity and practical significance of the manuscript.

	

	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
The manuscript mainly contains theoretical derivations; tables and figures are not essential.
	

	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
	        4
The discussion is adequate but could include a more explicit comparison with previously published results.
	

	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
	        5 
The conclusions are consistent with the derived mathematical results.
	

	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
	         3
The manuscript would benefit from a brief discussion of limitations and possible future research directions.
	

	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
	         4
The references are relevant and generally sufficient. Including a few recent publications would further strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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
	         4
The manuscript is generally well written. Minor grammatical and stylistic improvements are recommended.
	




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.

	yes
	

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

	 yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	        Yes
The mathematical development appears logically organized. However, providing additional discussion on the significance of the obtained results and their possible applications would further strengthen the manuscript.

The manuscript presents a meaningful contribution to generalized fractional calculus and is within the scope of the journal. The theoretical development is mathematically sound, and the obtained results are of potential interest to researchers in fractional calculus and applied mathematics. The manuscript requires only minor improvements in presentation, discussion, and literature coverage. 

	

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

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

	        Yes
Although the references are relevant, the inclusion of a few recent publications in generalized fractional calculus and Mittag-Leffler functions would improve the literature coverage.


The references can be strengthened by including some recent and relevant publications in generalized fractional calculus and Mittag-Leffler functions. The following recent work(s) may also be considered, if relevant to the present study:
· DOI: 10.1063/5.0210377
· 10.11568/kjm.2024.32.2.297
· DOI: 10.11568/kjm.2021.29.4.687
· DOI: 10.1201/9781003536796-12
· DOI: 10.12691/ajams-12-4-2
· DOI: 10.1007/s40819-025-02046-x


	

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

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

	        NO
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. Laxmi Rathour, National Institute of Technology Mizoram, India
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