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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 is important because it studies the behaviour of immiscible Maxwell fluids flowing through clear and porous cylindrical regions, which has many engineering and industrial applications. The work helps in understanding the effects of viscosity, permeability, and memory behaviour on fluid motion.
The analytical approach used in the study provides useful insights for researchers working in fluid mechanics, porous media flow, biomedical engineering, and enhanced oil recovery processes. The results may also support future research on fractional fluid models and multiphase flow systems.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear, informative, and relevant to the study. It effectively reflects the main focus of the research, including the transient velocity analysis, three-phase immiscible Maxwell fluids, and clear and porous cylindrical media. However, the title is slightly lengthy and could be made more concise for better readability.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract is clear and covers the main objectives, methods, and findings of the study. It gives a good summary of the work and highlights the important results. However, the abstract can be improved by making some sentences shorter and simpler for better readability.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant and useful for the study. They clearly represent the main topics discussed in the paper and help readers easily identify the research area. However, adding a few more specific technical keywords could improve the visibility of the article in scientific searches.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The background information is clear and gives enough details about the topic and previous studies. The introduction explains the importance of fluid flow in porous media and related applications well. However, the section can be improved by arranging some paragraphs more clearly and avoiding repeated points

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	rating: 4 = Good
The research objectives are clearly stated and aligned with the overall study. The paper explains the purpose of analysing the transient flow behaviour of three-phase immiscible Maxwell fluids in clear and porous regions. However, the objectives could be presented more directly and separately for better clarity.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The literature review is related to the topic and includes important previous studies on fluid flow and porous media. The references help explain the background of the research. However, more recent studies and updated references should be added to improve the quality of the review.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research methodology is suitable for the study and the analytical approach used is appropriate for solving the fluid flow problem. However, some steps and assumptions need clearer explanation.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable
The study is theoretical and mathematical in nature, and no human or animal subjects were involved. Therefore, ethical approval was not required.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The results are presented in a clear and systematic manner with the support of graphical illustrations and parameter-based discussions. The figures effectively demonstrate the effects of Reynolds number, Darcy number, porosity, and relaxation time on the velocity profiles. However, some figure descriptions and interpretations can be improved for better clarity and technical precision.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Rating: 4 = Good
The figures are relevant and support the discussion of the results effectively. They help in understanding the influence of different flow parameters on the velocity profiles. However, the clarity of some figures, captions, and labeling can be improved for better readability and interpretation. Tables are limited in the manuscript, and additional tabulated parameter values or comparisons could strengthen the presentation.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The discussion explains the obtained results reasonably well and relates them to the physical behaviour of fluid flow in porous and clear regions. However, direct comparison of the findings with previous published studies is limited. Including more detailed connections with existing literature would strengthen the scientific discussion and validation of the results.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally supported by the analytical results and graphical observations presented in the study. The findings regarding the effects of Reynolds number, Darcy number, porosity, and relaxation time are consistent with the obtained velocity profiles. However, the conclusion section can be improved by providing more quantitative discussion and clearer linkage to the presented results.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not clearly discuss the limitations of the study. The assumptions made in the mathematical modelling and analytical approach are not sufficiently addressed. Including limitations related to model assumptions, validation, and practical applicability would improve the quality of the paper.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are relevant to the topic and cover important studies related to immiscible fluid flow, porous media, and fractional Maxwell fluids. The number of references is adequate for the scope of the study. However, adding more recent publications would further strengthen the literature support and improve the overall quality of the manuscript.

	

	15. 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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable and communicates the main ideas effectively. However, several grammatical errors, repetitive sentences, and formatting inconsistencies affect the clarity and readability of the paper. Careful language editing and proofreading are recommended to improve the overall presentation.

	



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.
The title is suitable and reflects the main focus of the study, including transient flow analysis, immiscible Maxwell fluids, and porous cylindrical media. However, the title could be made slightly shorter and more concise for better readability.

	

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

	Yes.
The abstract provides a clear summary of the objectives, methodology, major parameters considered, and the main findings of the study. However, minor improvements in sentence structure and conciseness could further enhance readability.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes.
The manuscript is scientifically relevant and follows an appropriate analytical approach. However, clearer mathematical explanations and better validation would improve the scientific quality.

	

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

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

	No.
The references are relevant, but several cited works are relatively old. The manuscript should include more recent studies related to fractional Maxwell fluids, porous media flow, and analytical modelling techniques to strengthen the literature review and scientific relevance

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No.
The manuscript is based on theoretical and mathematical modelling and does not involve human participants, animal studies, or clinical data. Therefore, no major ethical issues were identified.
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