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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 manuscript addresses thermal behavior and cooling of gas turbine blades, which is an important topic for improving turbine efficiency, reliability, and blade life under high-temperature operating conditions. The comparison between different cooling-hole numbers and two blade materials is relevant for preliminary design choices in turbomachinery applications. The use of CFD/Fluent can provide useful insight into temperature distribution and cooling performance. However, the scientific contribution would be stronger if the methodology, validation, mesh-independence study, and discussion of results were presented more rigorously.
	




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 - Good
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory; it needs clearer numerical results and methodology details.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; add more specific keywords such as film cooling, thermal analysis, turbine blade cooling, and conjugate heat transfer.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory; the background is relevant but not sufficiently organized.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory; objectives are understandable but should be stated more clearly.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement; several references are old and the recent literature is limited.
	

	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 - Satisfactory; CFD approach is appropriate, but mesh independence, solver settings, convergence criteria, and validation need more detail.
	

	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 - No direct ethical issues identified for this computational study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory; results are useful but require clearer explanation and consistent figure/table references.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory; figures are relevant but their quality and captions should be improved.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement; the discussion should compare findings more deeply with published literature.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory; conclusions are generally supported, but some statements need quantitative justification.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement; limitations are not clearly discussed.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement; references should be updated and formatted consistently.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement; English language, grammar, and formatting require substantial revision.
	





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. The title is suitable, but it may be improved to: "CFD-Based Thermal Analysis and Cooling Performance of Gas Turbine Blades with Different Cooling Holes".
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract should be rewritten to clearly state the problem, CFD model, materials, boundary conditions, main quantitative results, and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially YES. The general CFD approach is acceptable, but the manuscript needs clearer boundary conditions, turbulence model justification, mesh-independence verification, convergence criteria, and validation against reliable data.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The references are relevant but not sufficient and not recent enough. Please add recent studies from the last 5 years on gas turbine blade cooling, CHT/CFD, film cooling, and advanced blade materials.
	

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

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

	NO. No direct ethical issue was identified because the work is computational. The authors should still confirm originality and proper use/permission for all figures.
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