Review Form (Research)

	Book Name:
	Mathematics and Computing for Scientific Innovation

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7825

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Continuous Double-Diffusive Convection in a Binary Alloy Using the Lapwood–Brinkman Model with Cross-Diffusion Effects

	Type of the Article
	Research Article 


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 paper study the effect of DuFour and Soret on linear double diffusive convection of binary liquid in a two dimensional rectangular channel filled with anisotropy porous material using Lapwood-brinkman model with cross diffusion effect. Darcy model without a time derivative is used in the momentum equation. Linear stability assessment is used to investigate the walls of channels that are heated and salted from below due to Soret and DuFour effects. The anisotropic parameters, the solute Rayleigh number, and the impacts of Soret and DuFour on the onset of convection are examined and same is plotted graphically.
The article is very well organized, featuring equations that clearly present the mathematical models and examples that translate what the models determine.
I recommend its publication as a book chapter.
	


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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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
	
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        5
	

	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
	        5
	

	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
	       5
	

	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
	       5
	

	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
	       5
	

	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
	       5
	

	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
	       5
	


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 suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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, is correct.

I recommend its publication as a book chapter.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	        Yes.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	         NO.
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