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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	The manuscript investigates an alternative to Bakelite for enhancing the thermal insulation of the handles of domestic cookware (saucepan, saucepan lid, etc.) with the use of talc filled epoxy composites. A full numerical analysis is conducted (by means of ANSYS Fluent) which has been validated with experimental data, providing a cost-effective means for domestic safety. Additionally, processing insight into the polymer matrix composite category is gained through the investigation of insulation performance at varying post curing temperatures (50C to 150C). The results from this research will be of interest to materials scientists who have an interest in polymer matrix composites and thermal management.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	5-The title accurately reflects the numerical nature, the material (talc/epoxy), and the application (cookware).
	

	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
	5-It covers the objectives, methodology (40 specimens, ANSYS), and key findings (100°C as optimal). 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5-Keywords chosen for this paper (thermal insulation, talc-epoxy composites, and ANSYS Fluent) align perfectly with the key technical contribution of the paper. As a result, these will allow for the discovery of the study through academic databases. 
	

	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
	4- The materials (75/106 µm talc) and the CFD setup are well described; however, more detail associated with the physical properties of "fibre glass" used in the simulation would be very beneficial.
	

	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
	5- The objective of the study is clearly identified in the abstract (evaluation of thermal performance within the range of post curing temperatures, and comparison with Bakelite). 
	

	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
	5- The author has made use of very recent references (e.g., Yan-Chun et al. 2024; Zelibe et al. 2026) to demonstrate the study is located in the current state of polymer nanocomposites. 
	

	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
	5- The use of ANSYS Fluent for model CFD combined with a grid independence check used to ensure numerical accuracy is standard and includes robust procedures for heat transfer analysis in composite materials.
	

	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
	N/A justification: The study's design involves solely computational and materials sciences in the study of heat transfer, no human participants, nor animal testing are involved and there is no sensitive personal data involved in the study
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- The data related to the heat reduction behaviour (e.g., 30°C reduction with the use of the 2E composite is clear); however, the tables in Section 3.1 could be presented in a more visually concise manner for improved legibility. 
	

	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
	4- The data about the 40 samples and the temperature curing comparison of 100°C versus 150°C is very important. At the same time, having "2E" and all other specimen codes explained in each of your table legends would help with the readability of your report.
	

	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
	4- The discussion relates well to thermal properties (such as degradation at 150°C) and physical characteristics of an epoxy matrix; however, it could have additionally linked to numerical results from other types of filler that were mentioned in your literature review to also assist with adding to the quality of your report.
	

	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
	5- The conclusion regarding insulation of the 2E Composite at 125ºC being the best insulation material is directly correlated with the simulation results that show the maximum temperature difference when compared to Bakelite. 
	

	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
	3- Although your technical results are very good, providing a summary of the limitations of the numerical model (e.g., assumptions about the talc not being uniformly distributed through the epoxy matrix) would enhance the report.
	

	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
	5-The reference list covers a total of the fundamental characteristics of epoxy resin as well as new numerical methods used for conducting research on the properties of Graphene and talc fillers.
	

	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
	5- The technical terminology is used properly in the report, and the transition from the experimental design phase of the study to the numerical validation phase appears logical and easy to follow.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes: The Abstract effectively summarizes the research objectives, data collection methods (40 test specimens), how the data was analyzed (ANSYS Fluent), and the key result from both; the optimal levels for post-curing temperature are identified. The Abstract clearly describes the research conducted without adding unnecessary detail or embellishment.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes: The logical scientific progress of the research is clearly indicated by the validation of the numerical model and by comparison of simulation and experimental data, resulting in only a 0.23% difference. The author has executed the necessary amount of experimental validation supporting the author's conclusions regarding thermal degradation of the polymer at higher temperatures based on known polymer science principles.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No: The authors should incorporate and discuss the following recent works to strengthen the scientific context of their findings, particularly regarding the thermal stability and crystallization modes of polymer-based composites: 
1. Rahimli, A., et al. (2025). "Insights into dielectric and thermal properties of polystyrene-zinc oxide nanocomposites: A multifaceted characterization approach," Journal of Thermoplastic Composite Materials, 38(4), 1542–1556. 
This work provides a parallel multifaceted approach to thermal properties that would complement the author’s CFD findings. 
2. Ramazanov, M.A., & Rahimli, A.M. (2020). "The Effect of the Temperature-Time Mode of Crystallization on the Photoluminescence and Dielectric Properties of PVC/TiO2 Nanocomposites," Integrated Ferroelectrics, 212(1), 61–67.
This citation is highly relevant for discussing how processing temperatures (similar to the post-curing temperatures studied here) affect the final properties of the composite.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No: No ethical issues were identified in this research study. It is limited to the areas of material science and computational modeling and does not involve human beings, animals, or environmentally sensitive materials.
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