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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 manuscript addresses a significant area of research by exploring waste heat recovery from internal combustion engines using thermoelectric generators (TEGs). With the global focus on improving energy efficiency and reducing carbon emissions, this study is highly relevant. The experimental validation of series and parallel TEG configurations provides practical insights for enhancing IC engine performance and is a meaningful contribution to sustainable automotive technologies.
	

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

	The title accurately reflects the content and focus of the manuscript. It is clear and relevant to the topic. No alternative title is suggested.
	

	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 effectively summarizes the study. However, it could be improved by including specific numerical results (e.g., maximum power output achieved) to provide a clearer snapshot of the findings. Consider adding these key outcomes for a stronger impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with clear methodologies and detailed results. The experimental setup and the comparisons between TEG configurations are well-documented. However, the following points could improve the scientific clarity:

1. A more detailed discussion on the limitations of the proposed TEG system (e.g., scaling challenges or cost implications) would add value.
2. Expand on the theoretical underpinnings of the Seebeck effect in the context of TEGs for readers who may not be specialists in thermoelectric systems.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are adequate and cite recent and relevant studies. However, consider including more recent works post-2020 to reflect the latest advancements in TEG technology.
	

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

	The manuscript is written in clear and professional English, suitable for scholarly communication. Minor edits are recommended to improve readability:

1. Revise for consistent use of tenses.
2. Simplify complex sentences for better understanding.

	

	Optional/General comments

	1. The graphical representation of results (e.g., Figures 7–13) is effective, but the legends and axis labels could be more descriptive for standalone comprehension.
2. Consider elaborating on the practical implications of the findings for real-world automotive applications, particularly for hybrid vehicles or alternative energy vehicles.
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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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