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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.


	This manuscript provides a comprehensive numerical study on the influence of internal obstacle geometries (star, square, triangular) on natural convection and thermodynamic performance in a wavy-top trapezoidal cavity filled with Cu–H₂O nanofluid under magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) conditions. But why does the author include unnecessary papers on Mixed convection and hea exchanger they are unacceptable The combined consideration of geometry, magnetic field strength, nanoparticle concentration, and inclination angle offers some insight into optimizing nanofluid-based heat transfer systems but the quality of plots are too elementary... The paper’s integration of entropy generation and ecological performance metrics adds a sustainability-oriented perspective to convection studies which is okay.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Numerical Investigation of Obstacle Geometry Effects on MHD Natural Convection of Cu–H₂O Nanofluid in a Wavy-Top Trapezoidal Cavity might be more suitable!
	

	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.


	Please reduce the number of quantitative details (e.g., fewer specific values) to emphasize comparative trends.

Also End with a clear statement linking results to practical applications (e.g., “These findings can guide the design of advanced nanofluid-based cooling systems.”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically okay  The mathematical formulations, boundary conditions, and validation against benchmark results (Abdelmalek et al. [17]) confirm accuracy. The methodology—Galerkin FEM—is appropriately chosen and well-validated. Data trends for Nusselt number, entropy, and ECOP are consistent and physically interpretable. Figures and tables effectively support conclusions but needs to be changed as told earlier.
A minor suggestion is to include error analysis or uncertainty quantification for the FEM results and discuss limitations of the single-phase nanofluid model (neglecting Brownian or thermophoretic effects).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript could cite a few additional recent hybrid nanofluid and 3D convection studies, such as:

M. Ali et al., Int. J. Thermofluids, 2025, “Entropy optimization in hybrid nanofluid cavities under magnetic modulation.”

F. Selimefendigil and H. Öztop, Powder Technology, 2023, “Machine learning assisted optimization of natural convection of hybrid nanofluids in complex enclosures.
Dutta, S.; Pati, S.; Baranyi, L. “Numerical analysis of magnetohydrodynamic natural convection in a nanofluid filled quadrantal enclosure.” Case Studies in Thermal Engineering

	

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


	The manuscript’s English is clear, formal, and technically precise, though some sentences are overly long and can be streamlined. Minor grammatical refinements (e.g., comma placements, article use) would improve flow. The tone and structure meet scholarly communication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a scientifically sound and well-executed work that makes a meaningful contribution to the literature on MHD natural convection of nanofluids in complex enclosures. With minor editorial refinements, it will be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical concerns are evident. The study involves purely numerical simulations with no human or animal experimentation. No competing interests are stated, and none appear implied.
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