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	Comments of the Reviewers
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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.
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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	Author’s Feedback

	
After careful evaluation, I regret to recommend Major revision of this manuscript based on the following concerns:
1. Several variables and parameters are not properly defined. 
2. Notation is inconsistent throughout the manuscript. 
3. Results are mostly descriptive with limited physical insight. 
4. Parameter ranges used in simulations are not specified. 
5. Validation is present but not clearly explained or justified. 
6. Language quality is not proper and requires professional editing. 
7. Define all symbols and parameters clearly at first occurrence. 
8. Reduce repetition in the introduction and discussion. 
9. Figures need better captions, labels, and units. 
10. Research gap is not explicitly identified in the introduction. 
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11. Specify parameter values used in all graphs. 
12. Correct typographical and numerical errors in tables. 
13. Ensure consistency in referencing style. 
14. Check spacing, alignment, and formatting throughout the manuscript. 
15. Make the abstract more concise and focused. 
16. Strengthen the conclusion with clear key findings. 
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