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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 manuscript contributes significantly to the field of sustainable energy and water management by demonstrating the feasibility of integrating a gas turbine with a multi-effect distillation (MED) unit for cogeneration of electricity and desalinated water, achieving an impressive overall efficiency of 67%. It highlights thermodynamic synergies through cascading exergy use, which minimizes losses and reduces greenhouse gas emissions per unit of output, addressing critical global challenges like water scarcity and rising energy demand in arid regions such as southern Tunisia. By focusing on a practical 20 MW-scale system using commercially available components like the Siemens SGT-600, the study provides actionable insights for engineers and policymakers in developing countries facing dual shortages of power and freshwater. Overall, it advances the discourse on efficient, low-carbon cogeneration technologies, supporting sustainable development goals in water-stressed coastal areas.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the title is not fully suitable. It is somewhat generic and lacks specificity regarding the scale, key components (e.g., HRSG), or the focus on feasibility in a specific context (southern Tunisia). The phrasing "Feasibility Study of a Combined Gas Turbine and a Multi-Effect Distillation Unit" could be more precise.

Suggested Alternative Title:

"Feasibility Analysis of a 20 MW Gas Turbine-Based Cogeneration System with Heat Recovery Steam Generator and Multi-Effect Distillation for Power and Desalinated Water Production in Southern Tunisia"

This version better captures the scope, scale, and regional relevance while remaining concise.
	

	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 reasonably comprehensive but could be improved for clarity, precision, and completeness.

Strengths: It effectively summarizes the integration concept, efficiency gains (67%), environmental and economic benefits, and concludes with viability.

Suggestions:

Addition: Explicitly mention the plant scale (e.g., ~20 MW power and ~6700 m³/day water) and the specific turbine model (Siemens SGT-600) for better context and reproducibility.

Addition: Include a brief note on the methodology (e.g., thermodynamic modeling using EES software).

Deletion/Rephrasing: Remove or rephrase vague phrases like "dramatically increases" (replace with "achieves ~67%") to maintain scientific tone.

General: Expand slightly to include key quantitative outputs (power, water production, GOR) and ensure keywords align perfectly.

Revised abstract snippet example:

"...This study analyzes a 20 MW Siemens SGT-600 gas turbine integrated with an HRSG and MED unit, achieving ~67% cogeneration efficiency, ~20.5 MWe power, and ~6700 m³/day freshwater production..."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, largely correct, with solid thermodynamic reasoning and appropriate use of cascading exergy principles. The system description, component efficiencies, and calculations (e.g., cogeneration efficiency η_cogen = 67%, steam production, GOR ~9) are consistent with engineering practice.

Minor issues:
The SGT-600 specifications are slightly inaccurate: Official Siemens data indicate ~24.5–24.8 MWe electrical output (ISO), exhaust temperature ~543°C, and mass flow ~80–81 kg/s (not 20.5 MWe, 515°C, 84 kg/s). The manuscript uses approximate or possibly older/outlier values, which may slightly overestimate efficiency.

Steam production (~31 t/h) and distillate (~6696 m³/day at GOR=9) align with literature for similar setups, but calculations should note ambient conditions and potential variations.

No major errors in methodology or results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient (13 cited) but limited in recency and breadth. Most are from 2002–2023, with good coverage of desalination and cogeneration fundamentals.

Strengths: Includes key sources on environmental impacts, performance comparisons, and gas turbine handbooks.

Weaknesses: Only a few post-2020 references; lacks recent studies on GT-MED integration or advanced optimizations.

Suggestions for Additional References (recent, 2020–2025) 
Adding 3–5 recent papers would strengthen the literature review.
	

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


	The manuscript exhibits several language-related issues that would benefit from careful revision prior to publication. These include grammar and spacing problems such as missing spaces after punctuation, inconsistent formatting, and occasional typographical errors, particularly noticeable in the abstract and section transitions. In addition, sentence flow and conciseness require improvement, as some sentences are overly long or repetitive and would benefit from restructuring to enhance clarity and readability. Minor stylistic inconsistencies are also present, including variations in capitalization, section labeling, and unit presentation. Furthermore, a small number of expressions appear slightly informal and should be refined.

	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-structured, practical feasibility study with clear focus on thermodynamic efficiency and regional applicability. The methodology is logical, and the discussion on economic/environmental benefits is relevant. Strengths include detailed component analysis and use of real-world turbine data. Areas for improvement: Update turbine specifications for accuracy, expand recent literature, and add sensitivity analysis (e.g., fuel price, ambient conditions). With minor revisions, it is suitable for publication.
The manuscript is strong in concept and execution but requires minor updates for technical accuracy (turbine specs), enhanced recency in references, and abstract refinement. After these, it would be suitable for acceptance.
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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 detected. The work appears original, with proper acknowledgment of data sources (e.g., Siemens brochures) and no indication of fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism.
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