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	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 research evaluates the performance of novel convex ring baffles in reducing fluid sloshing within long moving vessels. It demonstrates that convex baffles offer superior damping compared to traditional flat baffles, especially at specific fill levels. The findings contribute to improving the stability and safety of fluid transport systems in vehicles and aerospace applications.
	

	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.


	Suggested Additions:
1. Problem Statement Clarity: Clearly articulate the practical problem being addressed (e.g., instability due to sloshing in tanks of moving vehicles).

2. Methodological Details: Briefly mention the use of Finite Element Analysis (ANSYS), and key parameters (e.g., water fill level, excitation frequency).

3. Quantitative Findings: Include one or two key numerical outcomes, such as the damping ratio improvements observed.

4. Conclusion: Clearly state the main conclusion and implication of the findings.
Suggested Deletions or Edits:
1. Redundant Phrases: Phrases like “continuous efforts is necessary to research into other baffle configurations” can be rephrased or omitted for clarity.

2. Grammatical Corrections: Correct sentence structure and grammar to improve readability and professionalism.

3. Overly Technical Terms (in Abstract): Simplify or clarify technical jargon for a broader scientific audience.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses a valid scientific problem and follows a reasonable methodological approach, but it requires significant revision in mathematical clarity, methodological transparency, and depth of analysis to meet the standards of scientific correctness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Assessment:
· Sufficiency: The number of references is more than sufficient.
· Recency: Many key references are outdated (from the 1960s to early 2000s). Only a few recent studies (post-2015) are included.

· Relevance: Some references are marginal or redundant. Citations should focus more on recent CFD studies and experimental validations of baffle systems.
Suggested Additional References:
To improve the modern relevance and strengthen the literature foundation, consider citing:
1. Said, M.A. & Elshafey, A. (2022) – “CFD analysis of sloshing in partially filled tanks using modern turbulence models.” Ocean Engineering.

2. Chen, L., Zhang, Y., et al. (2021) – “Parametric study of liquid sloshing suppression using different baffle types.” Journal of Fluids and Structures.

3. Shan, X., Li, X., et al. (2020) – “Deep learning for modeling sloshing-induced forces in tank vehicles.” Physics of Fluids.

4. Zhang, H. & Wang, Y. (2019) – “Effectiveness of nonlinear baffle configurations on slosh damping.” Applied Mathematical Modelling.
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	· Grammar and Syntax: The manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and sentence fragments.

· Clarity and Precision: Many sentences are overly complex, imprecise, or ambiguous, making it difficult to follow the logic and arguments.

· Repetition and Redundancy: Several ideas and references are repeated unnecessarily.
· Technical Language Use: Terminology is sometimes misused or inconsistently applied, which may confuse readers not deeply familiar with the subject.
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