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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The work presented in this manuscript is good due to its significant contribution to the field of solar air heaters. The study highlights its newness through the experimental investigation of a glazed transpired solar collector (GTC) with a chimney in natural convection mode, effectively addressing the limitations of existing systems like UTC and GNTC. It systematically evaluates the impact of absorber hole diameter and chimney height on thermal efficiency and heat exchange effectiveness, identifying optimal design parameters. Furthermore, the research showcases the practical applications of the GTC with a chimney in space heating and crop drying, particularly in regions with unreliable electricity supply. This study advances the design and application of solar air heaters and demonstrates the potential of sustainable and efficient natural convection systems. 
However, I have identified the following areas where modifications and changes are required to further improve the study

Comments

1. The manuscript is well-structured, but some sections, such as the introduction and methodology, are overly detailed and could benefit from concise summarization. This would improve readability and focus on the main findings.

2. Avoid typological errors, don’t use images 0.1 W/m2 , resolution of 0.01 W/m2 , 0.1 °C etc in Table 1

3. Author didn’t use equation editor to write equation from 1 to 7

4. The introduction is comprehensive but could be streamlined. Avoid repeating information (e.g., the disadvantages of GNTC and UTC are mentioned multiple times). ​
5. Clearly state the research gap of the study earlier in the introduction. Highlight how this study advances the field compared to previous works.

6. The literature review is thorough but could benefit from a more critical analysis of previous studies. Highlight specific limitations in past research and how this study addresses them.

7. Include more recent references (post-2020) to ensure the study is up-to-date with the latest advancements in solar collector technology.

8. The methodology is detailed, but some technical descriptions (e.g., instrument specifications) could be moved to an appendix to avoid overwhelming the reader.

9. What is the material and dimension of absorber plate 

10. Why to choose the colour of the absorber plate, Navy blue ?? justified.

11. Enclosed real time image of experimental setup showing longitude and latitude 

12. Attach the pics of the instruments at the location.

13. Provide a clearer explanation of the uncertainty analysis and its significance in interpreting the results.

14. Justify the choice of specific parameters, such as the pitch of 25 mm and the tilt angle of 17.7°, with more context or references.

15. In conclusion, explain why the heat exchange effectiveness decreases with larger hole diameters in more detail. 

16. The conclusion is concise but could be expanded to include specific recommendations for future research, such as: Investigating the performance of the GTC under varying environmental conditions (e.g., wind speed, dust accumulation). Exploring the use of alternative materials for the absorber plate or chimney to improve efficiency and reduce costs. ​
17. Ensure all references are formatted consistently and include DOIs where available.

18. Add more recent studies to strengthen the literature review and discussion.

19. If possible, include a cost-benefit analysis of using a GTC with a chimney in natural convection mode compared to other systems.

20. Don’t use the term plot of in the figure caption
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5
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