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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Comments

The manuscript begins with two unrelated titles (“Effects of non-conventional liquid fuels…” and “Performance investigation of innovative compact porous ceramic heat exchanger”). Only one clear, focused title should be retained, aligned with the actual content of the paper.

The Introduction lacks a clear statement of what is new compared to existing studies. 

The selected porosity values (0.1–0.7), air velocities (up to 30 m/s), and saturation levels are not sufficiently justified with respect to real ceramic materials or industrial operating conditions.

Validation is performed using only one numerical reference. Stronger validation is recommended, either through:

Results are mainly qualitative (temperature, pressure, saturation). Include quantitative performance indicators such as:Heat transfer rate, Effectiveness, Thermal efficiency or Nusselt number trends

Some conclusions (e.g., porosity of 0.1 being optimal) are presented without sufficient physical or practical discussion regarding manufacturability, pressure drop penalties, or mechanical strength.

While pressure evolution is shown, pressure drop across the exchanger—a key design constraint—is not discussed. This limits engineering relevance.

The assumption of LTE between solid, liquid, and gas phases should be justified, especially at high air velocities and low porosities where non-equilibrium effects may arise.

The abstract should be more structured and include:

Problem statement

Methodology

Key quantitative findings

Practical implication

The manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent tense usage. Professional language editing is strongly recommended.

Several equations suffer from formatting problems, missing symbols, or unclear notation (e.g., subscripts, vector notation). Ensure uniform mathematical representation throughout.

Figures lack sufficient resolution and detailed captions. Captions should be self-explanatory, stating operating conditions and key observations.

Sections 4.1 and 4.2 contain repetitive explanations. Consider merging overlapping discussions or summarizing trends more concisely.

References are inconsistent in style, some contain typographical errors (e.g., “zt al.”), and one reference is unnumbered. Ensure compliance with the journal’s reference format.

Conclusion section can be strengthened

The conclusions mainly restate results. Add:

Design implications

Limitations of the study

Clear directions for future work (e.g., experimental validation, pressure-drop optimization, non-LTE modeling)
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