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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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.


	This manuscript addresses the study of norms of pseudo-differential operators related to the coupled fractional Fourier transform, which is a relevant area in mathematical analysis with potential applications in signal processing and applied mathematics. The development of theoretical results in this direction may provide deeper insights into operator theory and transform analysis. Such work can also serve as a foundation for future research in fractional calculus, wave propagation, and time–frequency analysis. 
The manuscript presents sound mathematical work with potential significance; however, revisions are necessary before it can be considered for publication. In particular, clarity and scholarly background need improvement, as some equation numbers and references are missing. The proofs of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 require revision to ensure completeness and accessibility for readers. In addition, the manuscript would benefit from improved readability and careful editing to enhance its presentation for the wider mathematical community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the central theme of the manuscript. However, it may be slightly rephrased for clarity and broader accessibility.
The introduction is not sufficiently comprehensive. It fails to position the work clearly within the broader literature and does not highlight how it advances beyond existing results.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is weak; it does not clearly state main results, or possible applications of the study. Readers cannot easily understand the contribution from the abstract alone.

The abstract is informative but could be made more comprehensive by briefly stating the main results, methods used, and potential applications. For example, adding 1–2 sentences that summarize the key findings (e.g., specific inequalities or operator norm estimates obtained) will make the abstract stronger. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript lacks clarity in exposition. While the mathematical results may be correct.

The manuscript appears scientifically correct in terms of definitions, methodology, and logical development of results. The proofs are presented with sufficient rigor. However, some intermediate steps may be explained in greater detail for the benefit of readers less familiar with coupled fractional Fourier transforms.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are somewhat outdated and limited; several important recent papers on pseudo-differential operators and fractional Fourier analysis have not been cited. This reduces the impact and scholarly strength of the paper.

The references are relevant, but a few are somewhat dated. It would strengthen the paper to include some more recent references (from the last 5–7 years) related to pseudo-differential operators, fractional Fourier transforms, and their applications in applied mathematics or signal processing.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	 English is generally understandable but needs some polishing for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical issues, inconsistent use of terms, and slightly awkward phrasing should be revised. Professional proofreading is recommended before final submission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The introduction could highlight the novelty of the work more explicitly in comparison with existing literature.

The conclusions section can be expanded to emphasize the applications and possible extensions of the results.
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