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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript represents a good contribution to scientific and development communities, as it presents a rigorous analysis of the sustainability perceptions of a rural solar mini-grid project in The Gambia. Using Mixed ANOVA, the study evaluates the impact of demographic variables (age, gender and education) on perceptions of five sustainability dimensions: Economic, Social, Environmental, Institutional, and Technical. The study finds technical limitations to be an important obstacle in sustaining long-term success, whereas there is broad support from the community for the environmental and institutional component of the project. This is useful information in customizing future rural electrification programs to local circumstances and in formation of policy and funding decisions; and project design effects on greater impact and sustainability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article suitable
	

	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 would benefit from minor reorganization and the incorporation of a few clarifications for clarity, conciseness, and punchiness:

1- Mention the sample size and data collection process briefly in the abstract (its absent).

2- Report major demographic statistics more succinctly (e.g., the effects of gender, age, and education).

3 – Stay away from specific statistics (such as “Cohen’s d > 2.4”) unless necessary – overly detailed statistics can bury an abstract.

4- State the implication of findings more strongly — what does this mean for the future of solar projects?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	yes
	

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


	The quality of English is ok but not that great. A professional language editing workout or at least a detailed proof reading pertaining to grammar, sentence structure and clarity, would help a lot to say the least before submission in order to make this manuscript meet scholarly standards such as those required by JENRR. Some sentences are overly lengthy, repetitive or awkward in construction.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1- English is understandable but suffers from: grammatical errors and sloppy constructions; redundant repetition of concepts; long, complex sentences that reduce clarity of thought. Professional proofreading is recommended to improve style and comprehension.
2- The provision of detailed technical information (such as precise Cohen's d values) in the abstract will dampen the high-level message and make reading cumbersome for a general reader. It is therefore recommended that the main results be stated with reduced statistical details in the abstract.

3. The sampling accrued 49 participants, a figure justifiable by the size of the village, but with poor accrual of age groups especially the older and younger population. It is recommended that this limitation be further explained in the "Limitations" section.
4- The duplication happens in more than one section without added analytical value (such as dimensions of sustainability and demographic drivers). That section which duplicates should be shortened further, with more analysis rather than more description.

5- Local terms are not clearly defined. For example, the meaning of “Kaabiloo” is not adequately explained. Therefore, it will be difficult for an international reader to have an accurate understanding based on the demographic background analysis.
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