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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 investigates the stability and global existence of strong solutions for thermoradiative fluid models with temperature-dependent viscosity, which is a mathematically challenging and physically relevant problem. The study contributes to the theory of radiation hydrodynamics by extending classical compressible Navier–Stokes frameworks to incorporate nonlinear temperature-dependent transport coefficients.
The results are significant as they provide uniform-in-time estimates and remove certain restrictive integrability conditions found in earlier works, particularly improving upon recent literature such as Wei et al. (2024). The analytical techniques used, including refined a priori estimates and handling of nonlinear radiative terms, are of interest to researchers working in partial differential equations and fluid mechanics.
Overall, the manuscript has potential value for advancing theoretical understanding in nonlinear PDEs and thermofluid models with radiation effects.
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PART 2



	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The title is precise, technically accurate, and clearly reflects the mathematical focus of the study.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The abstract captures the main contributions, but clarity can be improved. Some sentences are grammatically compressed and should be rewritten for readability.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Relevant, but could be strengthened by adding terms like: global strong solution
stability analysis nonlinear PDE
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The introduction is mathematically rich and well-cited. However, the motivation can be better structured to clearly highlight the research gap.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Objectives are present but not explicitly stated as a separate paragraph. A clear statement would improve readability.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Covers classical and recent works effectively. However, critical comparison with existing results should be made sharper.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The methodology is rigorous and appropriate. The use of energy estimates, Sobolev inequalities, and continuation arguments is mathematically sound.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A
(Not applicable for theoretical mathematics)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The results are mathematically clear, but presentation can be improved with better structuring and explanation of key steps.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Connections to existing literature are mentioned but not deeply analyzed.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Conclusions are consistent with results but could be expanded to discuss implications and future work.
	



	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Limitations are not explicitly discussed. This is a major weakness.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
References are relevant and adequate, though formatting consistency should be checked.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript is understandable but requires language polishing, especially for grammar and sentence flow.
	




Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents mathematically rigorous results and contributes to the theory of thermoradiative models. However, improvements are needed in clarity, structure, and presentation.
I recommend minor revision before acceptance, particularly to enhance readability and explicitly state limitations and contributions.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	






Reviewer details:
Anil Kumar Menaria, Bhupal Nobles’ University, India




