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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.


	 This article is important because it highlights a relevant current problem that frequently occurs in microelectronic components: heating of parts of the components which, if not adequately cooled, can lead to device failure. The use of h-adaptive techniques in the FEM significantly contributes to increased computational efficiency and accuracy in problems with steep gradients, providing a solution with reduced errors in critical regions. Furthermore, the article reinforces the application of h-adaptive numerical routines guided by error estimators in real-world engineering problems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is adequate; a suggestion is to include other keywords that are not in the title of the work.
	

	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 well-structured and comprehensive. It is suggested that the software used to create the work (Matlab) be added, and that details be provided on how the temperature distribution is simulated during a single laser beam scan in an additive manufacturing system.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, I suggest that you better define and detail the error estimator and the h-adaptive technique used, and include more references for these two. I felt it was too concise and could be better structured; these are important parts of the work. I strongly suggest adopting a methodology section before the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are good and recent. A more thorough analysis is suggested regarding the section detailing the error estimator and the h-adaptive refinement used; I believe these topics are essential, and more references should be added, even if they are not very recent. Include additional references that support and validate the obtained results.
	

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


	The quality of the English is understandable and allows for comprehension of the article's main ideas. The text uses appropriate technical terminology and largely follows the expected style for scientific communications. However, it is recommended that the entire text be checked for more cohesive sentence construction to make the text flow better; there is a lack of connection between topics and figures. A comprehensive revision of the article’s formatting is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Nodal variation estimator: cite the reference for which one will be used. What type of refinement will be used? The introduction is unclear. Place this information in section 1.2. Check the formatting throughout the text, check the equation numbering. Figure 1 is lost in the text; introduce it into the context. Near Equation 5, state that you will implement an estimator; elaborate on the estimator and cite references. After equation 13, state that boundary conditions are inserted before solving the system and obtaining the nodal values ​​of U_j. The Results and Discussion section immediately presents images, which is too is lost in the text. It needs an introductory text explaining what will be shown in the results. I suggest adopting a methodology section to define the cases exactly and include what will be shown in the results, a comparison figure, figures showing the solutions, and so on. I think it should be clearer in Figure 2 that the steps are iterations. I felt there was a lack of detail beyond what can be observed in Figure 2; explain the results better. Figure 3 is poorly integrated into the text; it appears out of nowhere. What is the purpose of showing this figure? How can it contribute to the discussion of the results? Explain this better before including the figure. Figure 4 is also not introduced; it is only placed directly in the results. Results present several formulas; results are meant to show what was done, not to introduce the formulation used. I suggest moving it to section 3. Table 1 is not introduced into the text, nor is Figure 5; they are simply placed there. Why is the data in the table verified? What is the purpose of analyzing Figure 5? This should be stated before they appear. Suggestion: analyze another case to verify if the detailed behavior in the results holds true for analysis in another case, checking code consistency. There is a lack of references to support the results. Suggestion: keep the conclusions in a single, better-constructed and structured paragraph.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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