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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 paper is good because it studies how a special diesel engine with an air-gap piston works with plastic oil fuels, which could help make engines more eco-friendly.
·  It shows how to reduce heat loss and emissions using a new piston design. 
· The research compares two air-gap sizes (2.6 mm and 2.8 mm) to find the best one. 
· Using ANSYS software makes the results trustworthy for engineers and scientists who are working on better engines.
· This paper is good
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes (No changes are required)
Yes
	

	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 clear and covers the study's main points, such as goals, methods, results, and conclusions.

· It could be better to name the plastic oil blends (PBO50, PBO40, PBO30) to show what was tested. 
· Adding a sentence about how this could help reduce emissions or improve engines would make it stronger. 
· Nothing needs to be removed.
· Good
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The paper seems scientifically correct. 
· The data (in Tables 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) make
·  sense, showing less heat loss with a thicker air gap (2.8 mm). 
· The results match the idea that bigger air gaps reduce heat. 
· However, the paper mentions experiments but doesn’t share that data, 
· so it should explain this better.
This Paper Scientifically currect
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references are good and include recent studies (from 2015 to 2023) about pistons, air gaps, and alternative fuels. 
· But very less papers are available
The references are good but very less papers are available
	

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


	· The English is mostly good and clear for a research paper. 
	Good

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is well-organised with clear pictures and tables showing the piston designs and results. Comparing the two air-gap sizes with different fuels is helpful. To improve, it could: 
   - Explain more about the plastic oil fuels (e.g., how thick or strong they are). 
   - Talk about what the study couldn’t do, like missing experiment details. 
   - Use the same words for things like “von Mises” and units (e.g., “kN/mm²”).
This paper is well organised
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