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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1. The paper is missing the figures reported in the text.  

2. This paper is confined to a review concerning thermal barrier coating applications.  
Overall the paper is well written, however, it does not offer a critical value in terms 
of what is being reported. The materials presented is widely available in the open 
literature. It is content does not offer much novelty or unique data. It lacks 
demonstration of critical applications of the coating, its service life, its capability 
under complex engine conditions, thermal environment, creep and so on. 
Additionally, it is not showing what is currently out in the filed in terms of testing or 
applications to actual engine components. These information need to be disclosed 
to support the newer TBC’s and up to date that are being implied in the article. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

I feel the paper value is low, it can be considered and revised for a feature article 
where a stronger support in terms of test data, applications figures and others are 
included. I do not recommend for publication in its current format, much needed 
update is needed to make it suitable. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. 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) 
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