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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.


	The manuscript addresses an operational problem related to gas turbine exhaust frame blowers and proposes a redesigned configuration supported by CFD simulations. While the topic is industrially relevant, The study could be valuable for practitioners working on thermal management in harsh environments, but the methodological inconsistencies reduce its impact. Strengthening the numerical framework and providing real performance data would significantly enhance its scientific importance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title reflects the general topic but is overly broad and suggests a level of validation that is not fully demonstrated in the manuscript.
	

	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 summarizes the objective and mentions the relocation strategy, but it lacks essential information regarding the methodology, solver setup, validation, and comparative analysis with the original blower. It also overstates the conclusions considering the limited evidence provided. I suggest adding details about the CFD approach, clarifying the absence of experimental validation, and avoiding strong claims that are not quantitatively supported.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents several methodological issues that undermine its scientific rigor. The CFD workflow lacks consistency, as SolidWorks Flow Simulation and ANSYS Fluent are used without a clear justification or comparison. The absence of baseline data from the original blower prevents any meaningful evaluation of the claimed improvements. Furthermore, key thermofluidic metrics such as velocity fields, temperature distribution, turbulence behavior, and mesh quality metrics are missing. Significant revisions are required to ensure scientific correctness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include a mix of relevant turbomachinery papers and unrelated studies (e.g., solenoid coils, fuzzy systems). Several key works on centrifugal blower design, turbulence modelling, rotating machinery CFD, and industrial cooling systems are missing. I recommend adding more recent and focused literature on blower optimization, backward-inclined impeller design, and validated CFD studies in rotating frames.
	

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


	OK
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript would benefit from a clearer problem statement, an improved justification for the blower relocation strategy, and a more robust CFD methodology including turbulence modeling details, mesh independence results, and thermal performance quantification. A comparison between the existing and proposed blower systems is essential for demonstrating the effectiveness of the redesign.

The manuscript presents an interesting industrial application; however, significant methodological weaknesses limit its scientific robustness. The CFD workflow lacks consistency, the comparison with the original blower is missing, and the thermal analysis is incomplete. Figures require improvement, and several sections need restructuring for clarity and rigor. With substantial revision, the study may reach publishable quality.  
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are identified in the manuscript. The study does not involve human subjects, animals, or sensitive data, and no ethical concerns are apparent from the content provided.
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