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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 provides a valuable contribution to the scientific community by presenting a comprehensive numerical model for a complex fluid dynamics problem. The investigation of the interaction between magnetic fields and wedge geometry in micropolar nanofluids highly relevant to various engineering applications. The insights gained into the control of key parameters offer significant guidance for the design and optimization of advanced cooling systems, synthetic lubricants, and other industrial processes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Modelling of a Steady Micropolar Nanofluid flow along a wedge" is appropriate, as it clearly reflects the central focus of the manuscript and employs standard academic terminology.
	

	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 solid overview of the study, however, certain revisions are necessary to improve its clarity and precision. In particular, the statement that a "large wedge angle parameter boosts the skin friction" appears inconsistent with the results presented in Figure 14, and this issue should be carefully addressed prior to publication. Additionally, the abstract currently lacks a list of keywords, which are essential for indexing and improving the visibility of the manuscript in scientific databases. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on my review, the manuscript is scientifically correct in its general approach and findings, with the mathematical model and numerical methods appropriately applied to the problem, and the core conclusions aligning well with established principles of fluid dynamics.
However, several issues need to be addressed to ensure accuracy, clarity, and overall quality. In the schematic diagram (Figure 1), the microrotation boundary condition at the wall is shown incorrectly as [image: image1.png]= (D RevJERR 77995 Boucommen. Yy Ms_JERR_143189pdf X Comment_Editor_1_JECC_9660. | KorespondensiTheEffectofincrea.. || + Creste -
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 The authors should revise the figure's label. Additionally, the abstract claims that a large wedge angle increases skin friction, yet the data in Figure 14 suggest otherwise, this contradiction is critical and should be clarified to avoid confusing the reader. It would also strengthen the paper if the authors provide references for the governing equations and boundary conditions used in the mathematical formulation section. Moreover, there is inconsistency regarding the type of flow considered, the introduction states that the manuscript focuses on steady flow, whereas the mathematical formulation section refers to both steady and unsteady flow, creating ambiguity. If authors have focused only on steady flow in the manuscript. Authors should explain the reason for restricting the analysis to steady flow, especially when much of the previous literature has already addressed similar problem and also authors should explain advancement of the present work compared to earlier studies. Furthermore, several typo errors need correction, such as the missing space in U∞ = Cxmas, (it should be Cxm as), the absence of spacing in B=Bo (should be B = Bo), and the expression u=𝜕𝜑/𝜕𝑦 (u = 𝜕𝜑/𝜕𝑦). Similarly, in section 4.12, the phrase “from wedge angles” contains extra space between “from” and “wedge”. The authors should carefully revise the manuscript to correct these and similar inconsistencies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references list is generally adequate but would benefit from the inclusion of additional recent publications to strengthen its comprehensiveness. It is commendable that the manuscript already cites works from 2109, 2023, and even a forthcoming 2025 article, reflecting awareness of ongoing developments. Nonetheless, the section is not fully exhaustive, and adding additional publications would better highlight recent progress in the field. Potentially relevant works include:
1. "MHD boundary layer micropolar fluid flow over a stretching wedge surface: Thermophoresis and brownian motion effect.

2. "The flow of a micropolar nanofluid past a stretched and shrinking wedge surface with absorption."
3. Computational micropolar model of hybrid nanofluid flow across a wedge.

4. The Flow of a Micropolar Nanofluid Past a Stretched and Shrinking Over Wedge Surface With Absorption.

5. Insight into the significance of nanoparticle aggregation and non-uniform heat source/sink on titania–ethylene glycol nanofluid flow over a wedge.
6. Optimization of MHD Flow of Radiative Micropolar Nanofluid in a Channel by RSM: Sensitivity Analysis.

7. Nonlinear Radiative Williamson Fluid Against a Wedge with Aligned Magnetic Field.
Finally, the reference section lacks consistency in formatting. It should be carefully revised and adjusted to align with required style of target journal.
	

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


	The quality of language in the manuscript is not yet adequate for scholarly communication. Several grammatical, spelling, and punctuation errors are present throughout the text, which hinder readability and clarity. A through proofreading and language are necessary to bring the manuscript up to publication standards. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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