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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.
	· Provides valuable insights into convective boundary-layer magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) transport, thereby contributing to the existing body of knowledge on MHD heat and mass transfer.
· The findings have potential applications in thermal management and cooling systems, as well as in chemical-processing systems involving electrically conducting fluids.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
Inconsistency between the stated assumptions and the mathematical formulation: The author(s) state in the assumptions that viscous dissipation and Joule heating are neglected. However, the governing energy equation and subsequent analysis appear to retain the Eckert number (Ec), which represents the contribution of viscous dissipation to the energy transport. This creates an apparent inconsistency between the physical assumptions and the mathematical model.
The authors are therefore requested to clarify this issue and ensure consistency throughout the formulation and analysis. Specifically, the author(s) should either (i) retain viscous dissipation in the energy equation and appropriately justify the inclusion of the Eckert number and its corresponding results, or (ii) consistently neglect viscous dissipation and remove the Eckert number from the governing equations, dimensionless formulation, numerical analysis, and results/discussion.
Inconsistent equation numbering: The numbering of the governing equations is inconsistent. Equations are numbered consecutively as (1)– (3), but equation (4) is omitted and the subsequent equation is numbered (5). The authors should carefully check and correct the equation numbering throughout the manuscript to ensure that all equations are numbered sequentially and consistently (i.e., (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), …), with no missing equation numbers.
The nomenclature/parameter list would benefit from being presented in a clear and properly formatted table. The authors are encouraged to provide a consolidated nomenclature table containing the symbol, parameter/variable name, definition, and SI unit (where applicable). Dimensionless parameters should be explicitly identified as such, while dimensional quantities should have their corresponding units stated consistently.
The Mathematical Formulation section proceeds directly from the physical description to the governing equations without providing a schematic diagram of the modeled physical configuration. The author(s) should include a clear schematic illustrating the coordinate system, plate/wall orientation, flow direction, magnetic-field direction, relevant boundary conditions, and the convective heating arrangement at the wall.

	

	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
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The results section requires careful revision to ensure that the reported findings can be clearly followed and independently verified. In Section 3, several in-text references to figures do not appear to correspond to the actual figure captions. For example, the discussion refers to Figure 15 in relation to thermal radiation, Figure 22 in relation to activation energy, and Figure 27 (3.17) in relation to internal heat generation; however, these references do not appear to match the corresponding figure captions.

	

	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


	4
	

	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
	3
No validation/benchmark comparison table is shown either, despite the methodology stating one was performed.
	

	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
	4

	

	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
	Yes
4
	

	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
	3
References not sufficient
The author(s) should substantially strengthen the reference list by incorporating appropriate, high-quality, and up-to-date peer-reviewed studies directly related to the present problem.
	

	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
	Yes 
4
Typographical error in Figure 16 caption: The term “Dufour number” is incorrectly spelled as “Dufor number” in the caption of Figure 16. The authors should correct this to “Dufour number” and carefully proofread all figure captions, tables, and technical terminology throughout the manuscript to eliminate similar typographical errors.
	




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? 
s
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
.
	Yes
	

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

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

	No not sufficient
	

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

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

	N/A
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Charles Ndede, The Technical University of Kenya, Kenya
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