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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.


	The manuscript investigates magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) boundary‑layer flow under the Cattaneo–Christov non‑Fourier heat‑flux framework. While the topic is relevant and the mathematical modeling approach is standard, the manuscript shows several scientific, methodological, and structural shortcomings that undermine clarity, and scientific rigor.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Discusses Joule heating and viscous dissipation but the energy equation provided omits these source terms—temperature interpretations are unsupported.

· States Cattaneo–Christov law yet jumps to a simplified similarity energy ODE without deriving the Christov convected‑derivative contributions. 

· Introduces a “material parameter [image: image2.png]


” and “microrotation” language, but no micropolar governing equations appear—use of K is unsubstantiated. 

· Boundary condition details are missing; far‑field BCs are inconsistent with stratified ambient. 

· While claim a grid‑independence test was done, no Plots, Tables, Convergence metrics, are provided. This undermines the credibility of numerical accuracy. 

· Figures are largely qualitative and restate known trends without quantitative diagnostics (e.g., boundary‑layer thickness) or benchmarks. 

· Tables list nanoparticles and heat generation, yet the governing equations never include effective‑property models or a term.


	

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

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


	Could be improved
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Mohammad Rahman, Rio Tinto, USA

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)



