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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	The scientific community will benefit from this manuscript as it can be used for empirical purposes such as comparing the performance and reliability of off-grid mini-grid systems in a tropical rural area, real-world insights for performance challenges, and comparing simulation value with real-time value. This manuscript discusses some important topics such as temperature-related efficiency losses, understanding demand forecasting and system components, and others that can be used in future system design.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title needs to be more informative so that the readers can have a clear understanding of the whole content. It should mention the types of power sources, and types of study (numerical \ experimental) used in the paper.
	

	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 of this article is mostly comprehensive. For better clarity and context, some additional information is needed. In the methodology section, the types of analysis conducted needed to be mentioned. Language needed to be more formal without grammatical errors.  Please recheck the co-ordination system.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. Some improvements can enhance the clarity and robustness.
1. How the predicted value of 1020 KWh/day(page 13) was calculated needs to be explained further

2. Need quantitative analysis for the justification of battery capacity. The depth of discharge (DOD) and round-trip efficiency needed to be quantified.
3. The graph needs a clear axis level and the figure needs labeling.

4. The overall efficiency is reported relatively high compared to tropical PV systems. This manuscript does not explain the proper reason. So further justification is required. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and quite recent. Some references are older but still relevant.
Suggestion:

1. Can add some paper related to social and economic factors that influence the system performance

2. Paper related to thermal effects on PV efficiency could be added. This may strengthen the temperature–efficiency relationship mentioned in the results and discussion.

3. Need to add recent innovations related to off-grid systems like IRENA and UNDP.
4. Need to update older with new and recent ones

	

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


	Need to improve.
1. Need to avoid repetition and redundancy 

2. Some sentence complexities are seen. Especially in the results section, long sentences with nested clauses need to be revised.

3. Mixed units are used, such as KWh/day and sometimes KWh per day.

4. Mixture of active and passive voices such as ("It was found that the system is currently unreliable..."). Use active voice where needed
5. Some grammatical errors, missing articles, and tense inconsistencies are present. Those needed to be fixed

"The load, on the other hand, received 87.3% of the average daily electrical generation."
This can be made clearer as:
"On the other hand, 87.3% of the daily generated electricity was consumed by the load.

6. Other problems like Punctuation, Formatting, and typographical errors needed to be fixed.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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? 


	The manuscript does not show any major ethical issues however some minor ethical issues need to be clarified.
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