

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Science and Technology: Developments and Applications

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_5358

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Тhe filter on the basis of the ejector of the heat exchanger for purification of harmful substances from flue gases using heat exchanger as combustion gas filter

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter






Special note:

A research paper already published in a journal can be published as a Book Chapter in an expanded form with proper copyright approval. 
Source Article: 

This chapter is an extended version of the article published by the same author(s) in the following journal. 

AIP Conference Proceedings, 2285, 030087 (2020).
Available: https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0026819 




	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 work addresses the critical challenge of reducing industrial flue gas pollutants like sulfur oxides (SOx) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), which are major contributors to acid rain and respiratory illnesses. The proposed ejector-based filter could offer a cost-effective alternative to traditional scrubbers. However, the study needs stronger experimental validation to confirm its superiority over existing methods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is repetitive and grammatically awkward.  
Suggested title:  "Ejector-Based Heat Exchanger Filter for Flue Gas Pollutant Removal" (shorter, clearer, and keyword-focused).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	I have never seen this kind of subheadings in abstract section. However,  the abstract lacks specificity. 
Revisions Suggested: 
1. Replace vague claims (e.g., "prove efficiency") with quantitative results (e.g., "78% SO₂ reduction at 250°C"). 
2. Clarify limitations (e.g., "effective only below 300°C"). 
3. Avoid overstatements like "clear flue gases from almost all pollutants" (unsupported by data).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The methodology has potential but lacks critical details: 
Equations: Variables like  tcm,  Pd, and  are undefined. Add a nomenclature table. 
Experimental Setup: Missing pollutant concentrations (e.g., ppm of SOx/NOx) and refrigerant injection rates.
Major revision: Validate droplet evaporation models against experimental data in a table.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are only 10 references. It may be updated up to 25 as:
Add recent work: 1. Zhang et al. (2023), Env. Sci. Tech., on ejector efficiency. 2. EPA (2022), Flue Gas Treatment Guidelines. 3. Kumar & Patel (2021), Chem. Eng. Sci., on droplet dynamics.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
There is the opertunity to improve the English language. For example,  "Results was are temperature drop" in the Abstract. Remove English grammer mistakes form the manuscript.

	

	Optional/General comments

	In a standard chapter, the Introduction is usually long and detailed. Here, the Materials and Methods section works well, but the Results & Discussion and Conclusion need rewriting to fit a chapter format. Adding more figures and tables—aligned with recent research—would make it more engaging and help address readers' concerns. 

· Strengths: Novel approach to flue gas purification
· Weaknesses: Unvalidated models, insufficient experimental details
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
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