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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.


	The topic is technically relevant to aerospace and fluid mechanics fields, particularly in liquid motion control, dynamic stability, and slosh suppression mechanisms. The study aligns with prior experimental and computational works in slosh mitigation and contributes incremental insights into the effects of sinusoidal rigid-ring baffles. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is long and could be more concise while retaining key information. 
Suggested alternative title is…

“Effect of Sinusoidal Rigid-Ring Baffle Geometry on Sloshing Dynamics in Long Cylindrical Vessels: A Numerical Study”
	

	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 too long, fragmented, and confusing, with poor sentence flow.

· It contains redundant citations (e.g., “Adebayo et al., July, 2022; December, 2022; August, 2025”) that distract from the core findings.

· There are grammatical errors and missing transitions between ideas.

· The methodology is only unclearly described (mentions use of Navier–Stokes equations and finite element analysis but without clear context).

· The results section does not provide quantitative data or clear comparisons (e.g., “Concave baffles exhibited better damping characteristics”, but by how much?).

· The conclusion is weak and does not emphasize the implications of the study.

· Keywords are acceptable but could be reordered and slightly improved.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript requires significant improvements in structure, scientific clarity, methodology presentation, and language to meet publication standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Reference formatting is inconsistent (mix of APA, IEEE, and arbitrary styles).

· Some citations are incomplete or irrelevant (e.g., “Simple FFT Tutorial”).


	

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


	The manuscript shows clear technical effort and understanding of the subject matter, but the presentation suffers from poor grammar, weak sentence structure, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent technical writing style.
The writing style is often informal, unstructured, and wordy, making it difficult for readers to follow technical arguments.

· The text includes numerous grammatical errors, missing articles (“a,” “the”), and misused tenses.

· Sentence flow is disjointed, and transitions between ideas or sections are often missing.

· Many sentences contain multiple clauses without punctuation, making them confusing or ambiguous.

A full grammar and style revision by a native English-speaking editor or through a tool like Grammarly Premium is mandatory. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Before acceptance, the authors must:

· Rewrite the abstract and introduction for clarity and coherence.

· Remove redundancies and improve literature synthesis.

· Expand the methodology with detailed numerical setup and validation process.

· Present quantitative results supported by appropriate figures, tables, and statistical analysis.

· Improve language, formatting, and referencing style according to the journal’s guidelines.

· Ensure original data presentation, remove all irrelevant external sources (e.g., “FFT Tutorial”).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There is ethical issue in the manuscript
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