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	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 deals with thermal comfort in hot and dry climates. A local material (clay) constitutes the basic material for the device, which makes it interesting and accessible. achieved results showing a significant drop in temperature thanks to the device. For developing countries, this ecological and inexpensive device is of capital importance

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	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 fairly well written. However, it could be improved, and there are also minor errors. After the first sentence, the author could add a connecting sentence demonstrating the benefits of their device and not another.

The plate spacing in the text is 2 cm, not 2.5 cm. The phrase "under optimal conditions (inlet temperature 42°C, humidity 30%, plate spacing 2.5 cm)" could be replaced with "under conditions where the air inlet temperature is 42°Cand relative humidity 30%."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is fairly well done but has a fairly serious deficiency. The analysis of Figure 8 is not correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are quite abundant and acceptable. However, theses that are not available online are cited as references, and the format used in the document is not compliant. These shortcomings need to be corrected.
	

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


	Yes 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a device and the results of certain hygrothermal parameters obtained experimentally. It compares its results to those of an author who conducted a numerical study on the same device. The various results obtained are fairly well explained and discussed in some cases.

Unfortunately, some aspects require revision:

- the abbreviation of the laboratory's name is incorrect

- the objective stated in the introduction needs to be improved. In addition, it announces measurements on the plate spacing, which is not done in this work. The author should define an overall objective of the study. It could be the "validation of numerical results by experimental results of an evaporative heat exchanger with baked clay plates for air cooling in hot and dry climates."

- the title of the figure could be corrected to read "temperature logger (MIDI LOGGER GL 220) used"

- The legend of Figure 4 shows temperatures without dates. The figure should be analyzed based on temperatures, not dates.

-The sentence "the higher the inlet temperature, the greater the temperature drop" should be supplemented with "between 0 and 3 cm."

-It would also be interesting to explain why the outlet temperature of air entering at 39°C is lower than that of 35°C. This could be due, for example, to the difference in their humidity.

-The author should specify the type of errors calculated between the numerical and experimental curves. These could be standard deviations, RMSE, or SSE.

-Figure 8 is identical to Figure 5. Therefore, the analyses in this figure are invalid. The author should correct this figure.

-A reference [84] has crept into the text and should be deleted.

-It is preferable to place the analysis of Table 2 after it.

-The author refers to numerical results obtained using Matlab and Comsol. However, the document does not distinguish between results obtained with Matlab and results obtained with Comsol. This inconsistency needs to be corrected.
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