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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 contributes to the understanding of natural convection flow along a vertical flat plate with variable viscosity and thermal conductivity. It provides numerical analysis using the Crank-Nicolson method, which is valuable for applications in thermal engineering and fluid dynamics. The study enhances knowledge in optimizing heat transfer in industrial and environmental applications, particularly in areas requiring efficient thermal management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate as it clearly reflects the study's focus on numerical investigation of natural convection flow with variable viscosity and thermal conductivity. However, if refinement is needed, a possible alternative title could be: "Numerical Analysis of Variable Viscosity and Thermal Conductivity Effects on Natural Convection over a Vertical Flat Plate with Heat Conduction."
	

	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 provides a good overview of the study, including the methodology and key findings. However, it could be improved by summarizing the main quantitative results in terms of their impact on heat transfer performance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate mathematical formulations and numerical methods. The results align with theoretical expectations, and the methodology is correctly applied. However, some explanations regarding parameter selection and boundary conditions could be expanded for better clarity
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly relevant, but the manuscript would benefit from adding a few more recent studies (published in the last five years) to ensure the state-of-the-art developments are well captured. Specific references

comparing similar numerical methods in convection flow studies could be included.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable but could benefit from proofreading to correct minor grammatical errors and improve clarity. Some sentences are lengthy and could be restructured for better readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1.
Some equations should be formatted more consistently to improve readability.
2.
Figures should have more detailed captions explaining key observations.

3.
The discussion section could include a more detailed comparison with previous studies.
1.
Abstract:** Ensure consistency in describing how the results compare with prior research. Some sentences are repetitive and could be streamlined.

2.
**Introduction:** The literature review section is comprehensive but should be structured more clearly to highlight research gaps.

3.
Mathematical Analysis:** Equations should be formatted consistently. Some explanations can be clarified further for better readability.

4.
**Figures and Tables:** Ensure all figures have clear labels and captions. Some graphs could be formatted for better readability.

5.
Discussion and Results:** The comparison with previous studies should be expanded. Explicitly state how findings validate or challenge existing theories.

6.
**Conclusion:** Some parts are repetitive. Make sure to succinctly summarize the main contributions without redundancy.

7. Language & clarity: Minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasing should be refined for better clarity.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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