EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	I have addressed the following two points in the revised manuscript:

1. The manuscript states that increasing the cavity depth from 6 cm to 10 cm reduces heat flux; however, the values in Table 4 appear to show higher heat flux for the 10 cm cases. Please verify the calculations/table entries and revise the related discussion and conclusions for consistency

2. Please standardize units and symbols across the manuscript (e.g., report thermal resistance consistently in m2 K/W where appropriate; clearly distinguish T vs.ΔT). In particular, Table 3 column headings should be clarified, as some labels suggest ΔT while entries are shown as temperatures (°C).

Finally, I encourage the authors to revise and refine the wording in the relevant sections to improve clarity and overall manuscript quality.
	1. Thank you for this valuable observation. The calculations and values reported in Table 3 and 4 were carefully re-verified. The results confirm that increasing the air cavity depth from 6 cm to 10 cm leads to a consistent reduction in heat flux across all evaluated configurations.
2. The manuscript has been thoroughly revised to standardize all units, symbols, and notation. These changes improve clarity and prevent potential misinterpretation of the results.
3. In response to this recommendation, the wording of the relevant sections (particularly the methodology, results, and discussion) has been carefully revised to improve clarity, precision, and overall readability.
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