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	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.


	The manuscript presents a comprehensive numerical investigation of conjugate magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) free convection in a top-corrugated trapezoidal cavity filled with Cu–H₂O nanofluid. The work is methodically executed using COMSOL Multiphysics, and the results are interpreted with clarity and depth.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Authors must upgrade the introduction section with the suggested latest papers in the review report.
	

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


	There are occasional grammatical issues and awkward sentence structures. A thorough language editing is advised.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a comprehensive numerical investigation of conjugate magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) free convection in a top-corrugated trapezoidal cavity filled with Cu–H₂O nanofluid. The work is methodically executed using COMSOL Multiphysics, and the results are interpreted with clarity and depth. While the paper demonstrates strong scientific merit and computational rigor, several key aspects need improvement before it can be considered for publication.

1. The manuscript presents a moderately novel configuration by combining a wavy trapezoidal cavity, multiple internal obstacles, and conjugate MHD heat transfer. However, the authors should explicitly highlight and differentiate their work from the closest existing studies (e.g., Ref. [45]) in the last paragraph of the Introduction section.

2. The manuscript refers to equations (1)–(4) and others but does not display the full equations clearly. This formatting issue should be resolved. All equations must be properly numbered and displayed in readable mathematical form with correct units and terms.

3. Authors must upgrade the introduction section with the following latest papers: Dynamics of thermal radiatively Jeffrey fluid through an annulus region between two flexible tubes with entropy generation, Rheological analysis of pressure-driven Jeffrey fluid flow between corrugated porous curved walls with slip constraints, On generalized Bödewadt flow of TiO2/water nanofluid over a permeable surface with temperature jump, Optimizing power and cooling: SOR-based computational analysis of hybrid nanoliquid flow in Darcy porous medium, Peristaltic flow of carbon nanotube-based hybrid nanofluid in the annular region of eccentric cylinders with a modified thermal conductivity model, Study of chemical properties of hybrid nanofluid flow between two permeable disks with suspension of carbon nanotubes using Yamada Ota and Xue models, Flow of hybrid nanofluids between two permeable corrugated curved walls using Yamada–Ota and Xue models with variable viscosity.
4. The mathematical building and the formulation of the model must be well-clarified.
5. The quality and resolution of the figures should be improved. Contours in many figures are not clearly visible.

6. The entropy analysis is interesting, but the physical interpretation of entropy generation trends should be expanded. For example, why do square shapes generate less entropy even with high Nusselt numbers?

7. There are occasional grammatical issues and awkward sentence structures. A thorough language editing is advised.

8. Provide more detailed information on the numerical method and the steps involved in the solution.
9. The results are presented in a detailed manner, but the discussion could be expanded to include more insights into the physical mechanisms behind the observed trends.
The conclusion section is not proper and has to be totally revised.
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