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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by advancing the understanding of hybrid nanofluids in renewable energy applications, particularly in solar water pumping systems . It introduces a comprehensive mathematical and numerical framework that integrates complex physical effects such as thermal radiation, viscoelastic behavior, and entropy generation providing a more realistic representation of heat transfer processes in such systems . Furthermore, the study offers valuable insights into the trade-offs between enhanced thermal efficiency and increased irreversibility, which is critical for optimizing system design and performance . By demonstrating the superior performance of hybrid nanofluids over conventional nanofluids, the work supports the development of more efficient, sustainable, and durable energy systems, especially for remote and energy-constrained regions . Overall, the findings provide both theoretical and practical guidance for future research and engineering applications in thermal sciences and renewable energy technologies.
	





PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No


1.  Several equations appear missing symbols, incomplete terms, or formatting errors, such as:
- Governing equations contain blank spaces and undefined components.
- Some parameters are introduced without proper definitions.
- Mathematical expressions appear fragmented.

These issues appear in the Mathematical Model section, reducing reproducibility. If equations are incomplete or unclear, the model cannot be independently verified.

2. Lack of Experimental or Practical Validation. The study is purely numerical with:
- No experimental validation
- No real-world case testing
- No uncertainty analysis

3. Important assumptions are not clearly discussed, such as:

- Boundary-layer simplifications
- Fluid property assumptions
- Nanoparticle stability assumptions
Without these, the physical realism of the model is uncertain.

4. Limited Physical Interpretation of Results. Most discussions describe:
- Trends (increase/decrease)
- Graph behavior

But often lack:

- Deep physical explanation
- Engineering significance
- Practical applicability analysis
- Required Improvements (Brief Suggestions)



Suggested Improvements:

- Correct and clearly rewrite all governing equations with complete symbols and definitions.
- Provide detailed explanations of model assumptions.
- Include stronger validation (experimental data or benchmark studies).
- Improve physical interpretation of results and engineering implications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.


Obalalu, A. M., Bajaj, M., Salalwu, S. O., Singh, A. R., Vishnuram, P., Abbas, A., & Adeshola, A. D. (2025). Optimizing solar water pumps for irrigation: the impact of aluminum–titanium hybrid nanofluid on thermal efficiency and performance. Multiscale and Multidisciplinary Modeling, Experiments and Design, 8(1), 53.
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s41939-024-00592-3

Shahzad, F., Jamshed, W., Eid, M. R., Ibrahim, R. W., Safdar, R., Nisar, K. S., & Shamshuddin, M. D. (2022). Thermal amelioration in heat transfer rate using Oldroyd-B model hybrid nanofluid by CNTs-based kerosene oil flow in solar collectors applications. Waves in Random and Complex Media, 1-31.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/17455030.2022.2157511 
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	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 details)
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