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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 (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 offers a strong contribution at the intersection of computational fluid dynamics and artificial intelligence. The study’s hybrid approach bridges the gap between traditional finite element methods and modern data-driven modeling, establishing a pathway toward faster and more scalable thermal system design. Furthermore, its findings have practical implications for the development of energy-efficient cooling systems, magnetically controlled reactors, and renewable energy applications, marking a meaningful step toward intelligent thermal management technologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title accurately reflects the scope and methodology of the manuscript.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-organized, summarizing the methodology, results, and significance of the work. It effectively highlights the comparative performance of AI models (SVR, RF, XGBoost) and connects them with FEM simulations. However, it may benefit from emphasizing the novelty compared to previous literature (i.e., combining AI and thermo-magnetic nanofluid modeling in wavy geometries)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates sound scientific reasoning. The mathematical modeling is rigorous, and the validation process (mesh independence, benchmark comparison) is thorough. The AI methodology is clearly articulated, with performance metrics appropriately chosen. The presentation of results (Tables 4– 30) is exhaustive but excessively detailed for a journal article; aggregating trends through summarized
figures or statistical correlations would improve readability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and generally recent, covering studies up to 2022. However, additional citations could strengthen the AI component—especially recent applications of physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) and surrogate modeling in heat transfer.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English is clear and formal, appropriate for scholarly communication. Nonetheless, minor grammatical polishing is recommended to improve flow and conciseness (e.g., removing redundant transitional phrases).
	

	Optional/General comments
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, original, and valuable. It is suitable for publication after minor revisions addressing data presentation, additional AI literature context, and stylistic refinement.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	
No ethical issues are apparent in the study.
	



Reviewer details:

Mihaela Constantin, National University of Science and Technology „POLITEHNICA” of Bucharest, Romania
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Created by: DR
Checked by: PM
Approved by: MBM
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

