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	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 pre-ignition transient in cryotechnic rocket engines is the subject of this manuscript; this field has not received enough attention despite its critical importance for launch vehicle safety.  The work offers important experimental insight into the first few hundred milliseconds of injector behavior, a phase that directly affects successful ignition and engine reliability, in contrast to most studies that concentrate on post-ignition instabilities.  The results improve knowledge of flow regimes in two-phase cryogenic systems, especially the stabilizing effects of helium sweep and the detection of thermoacoustic oscillations.  These findings are helpful for more general cryogenic and multiphase flow applications in addition to rocket propulsion research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title clearly reflects the theme and objectives of the study. However, if a clearer, more descriptive alternative is desired:

Suggested alternative:

“Experimental Analysis of Pre-Ignition Transients and Flow Instabilities in Cryogenic Rocket Engine Injectors”
	

	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 goal, methodology, and results are all succinctly summarized in the abstract. But it could be enhanced by:

· Including quantitative information (e.g., time ranges or approximate instability frequencies).

· Stating unequivocally that the analysis is concerned with thermoacoustic instabilities in early transient flow.

· The practical implications for ignition reliability (better stability with He sweep) are briefly stated.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is both scientifically sound and technically sound.

The experimental setup is explained in detail, along with the proper rationale for the use of LN2 as a LOX simulant.  The interpretations of thermoacoustic oscillations, Weber number-based regime classification, and flow maps (Fu et al., 2008) are in line with previous research.  There is good reasoning behind the discussion of the links between density changes, flow regime transitions, and instability mechanisms.  The data presented logically leads to the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references sufficiently support the methodology and discussion and include both recent and foundational studies (e.g., Vekilov 2024; Son 2023).

· Extra references are optional and not required.

· AIAA publications on the startup behavior of cryogenic injectors

· Current research on cryogenic thermoacoustic oscillations

 However, these are not necessary.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in scientific English that is easy to read and comprehend.

 While occasional long sentences and the use of articles can improve readability, they are not necessary for comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Although captions could be more detailed, figures are pertinent and enhance comprehension.

· A brief subsection outlining the manuscript's limitations and potential for additional research would be beneficial.

· Clarity could be improved by including a schematic that shows the changes in flow regimes (annular → churn → slug).
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