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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.
	The study justifies the importance of nano hybrid fluid along with a porosity effect for a popular parabolic trough collector, and investigates the pumping mechanism based on heat collection. The article is an important concern to scientific community as it justifies the utilization of heat and its conversion into mechanical work    
	




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
	The title is clear, 4
	

	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
	The abstract is comprehensive, 4
	

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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.
	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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
































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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
1. Abbreviation for SWP should be stated only once across the entire manuscript.
2. The statement :” The inclusion of radiative effects in mathematical and numerical models of solar thermal systems allows for more accurate prediction of temperature distribution, heat flux dynamics, and overall system irreversibilities, which are essential for optimizing design parameters such as nanoparticle volume fraction, flow rates, and collector geometry” require a citation
3. The statement “whereas Li et al. (2016) investigated the combined effects of magnetic fields and thermal radiation on mixed convection in a cylindrical configuration.” Is incomplete. Justify how this study is relevant to your research. suggest adding a subsequent statement justifying the same.
4. The statement says “It is therefore the intent of this study to develop a robust mathematical model to investigate the effect of viscoelastic fluids, thermal radiation, entropy generation, and porous media on solar-powered water pumping schemes”. It means that are investigating the effect of entropy generation, while you study is aimed to minimize the entropy generation. Rewrite both the statements clearly. 
5. The boundary conditions are defined mathematically, it is suggested that you first define the BC’s by describing them and then define it mathematically. 
6. Just below the mathematical equations of BC’s it is mentioned ‘where’ and a tabulation is given stating the abbreviation. This is not ethically correct. 
7. The paragraph “Similarity Transformation” must be re-written. Please note, the technical part is correct you need to draft them properly (refer other publications of same journal).
8. Note, that you are writing the article as a third person, for instance “by applying dimensionless conversions to the aforementioned formula, becomes”, the statement is incorrect. Revise the entire manuscrtipt for the same.     
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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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