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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 presents an exact analytical investigation of MHD pulsatile flow of a couple- stress fluid through a high-permeability porous medium, which is relevant to both theoretical and applied fluid mechanics. The coupling of magnetohydrodynamic effects, non-Newtonian couple-stress behavior, and porous media flow makes the study significant for applications in biomedical engineering (e.g., blood flow modeling), geophysical flows, and industrial filtration systems. The use of the Brinkman model with Beavers–Joseph boundary conditions adds rigor and realism to the mathematical formulation. The availability of closed-form solutions provides useful benchmarks for validating numerical and experimental studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript. However, it can be slightly improved for clarity and grammatical consistency.
Suggested alternative title:
Exact Analytical Solution of MHD Pulsatile Flow of a Couple-Stress Fluid through a Porous Medium
	

	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 clear and summarizes the mathematical model and main outcomes. However, it can be improved by explicitly mentioning:
· The physical relevance or applications of the study.
· The key findings regarding parameter effects (e.g., magnetic parameter, couple-stress parameter).
· The novelty compared to earlier studies.
No major deletions are required; only minor additions to emphasize contributions and applications are suggested.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound. The governing equations, boundary conditions, and separation into steady and oscillatory components are consistent with established theories in MHD and couple-stress fluid mechanics. The analytical solutions are derived systematically, and the results are physically interpretable. However, clearer explanations of assumptions (e.g., high permeability limit and linearization, if any) would further strengthen the presentation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely relevant and cover foundational as well as more recent work (up to 2022). The inclusion of recent studies on couple-stress fluids and MHD flow is appropriate. However, the authors may consider adding a few very recent (last 2–3 years) review or numerical studies on MHD non-Newtonian flows in porous media to further strengthen the literature context.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is generally understandable, but there are several grammatical errors, inconsistent capitalization, and formatting issues (e.g., repetition of title and abstract, spacing, and punctuation). Minor to moderate English editing is recommended to improve readability and professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments
	· The manuscript would benefit from better organization and proofreading.

· Figures and tables should be clearly labeled and discussed more explicitly in the text.

· A brief discussion comparing results with previous studies would enhance the impact of the work.
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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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