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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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 is important in hydraulic field; It  tackles an interesting problem with potentially valuable findings and parametric influences.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is acceptable and suitable
	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive and acceptable
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct but must be performed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient an recent globally.
	

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


	Language is generally acceptable. Authors must give a thorough review of the English language, all grammatical errors should be carefully eliminated
	

	Optional/General comments


	Here are some critiques of the manuscript:

1. this work tackles an interesting problem with potentially valuable findings, particularly regarding the frequency barrier, the relative impact of amplitude, and parametric influences. However, the current presentation in the abstract and conclusion significantly obscures these results due to unclear phrasing, non-standard terminology ("permeability", "neutralization"), grammatical issues, and lack of precision. Revising these sections for clarity, precision, standard terminology, and grammatical correctness is essential before submission/publication. Pay particular attention to rephrasing the conclusions about phase difference effects. Highlighting the practical significance would also strengthen the conclusion.

2. Please give a thorough review of the English language, all grammatical errors should be carefully eliminated. The Word format of the manuscript must be revised and performed. The language used in this manuscript could be strengthened to make it more assertive and conclusive. 

3. The original points must be explained well and Highlighted
4. What insights or methodologies does the study bring to this field research? 
5. The discussion mentions the use of CFD method, which is important for establishing the study's methodological approach. However, it lacks detail on the specific criteria or parameters used in the analysis and any limitations of the methodology employed!

6. it could provide more insight into the practical implications of these findings for efficienty of system? 

7. Providing a brief discussion of how the study contributes to existing knowledge would enhance its significance. 

8. While the study presents numerical data on various parameters, it does not discuss the robustness of the analysis or potential uncertainties associated with the findings. Including a brief discussion of the study's limitations and areas for further research would enhance its credibility!

9. Could you detail the specific form of the governing PDE and the exact steps of your complex variable solution approach? How did you handle the boundary conditions with differing phases?

10. The discussion section needs to be expanded to more thoroughly analyze the results. Add the physical meaning of the governing parameters to your discussion.
11.  You don't give any discussion about precision!. Can you give more details about the numerical method! (Problem of convergence, limit of this method!) Justify the choice of the SIMPLER algorithm and provide validation details
12. Can you give more details about singularities and load losses in pipe ?

In general, the presentation of this manuscript is acceptable with major revision. The discussion is acceptable but must be performed. I recommend this paper for publication after major revision taking into account the cited points.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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