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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.


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely issue such as sustainable electrification of off-grid rural communities in Nigeria, by evaluating various stand-alone and hybrid energy generation systems using HOMER software. The study is detailed, well-structured, and provides a rich set of simulation results comparing technical, environmental, and economic parameters for 11 different scenarios.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, the topic is significant, especially for energy policy in sub-Saharan Africa. It provides a practical roadmap for rural electrification using clean energy sources.
	

	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.


	A strong abstract, especially for a technical paper like this should include quantitative data to quickly convey the study's impact, precision, and relevance.

Please add key quantitative findings from the manuscript such as:

· Total energy demand: 117.30 kWh/day

· Optimal hybrid configuration: Wind Turbine (WT) + Solar PV + PEM Fuel Cell (PEMFC)

· Levelized Cost of Energy (LCOE): as low as $0.366/kWh (Scenario 1), and $0.538/kWh for optimal configuration

· Net Present Cost (NPC): $420,349.70 for best hybrid system

· CO₂ Emissions: 0 kg/year in the optimal case (Scenario 11)


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The manuscript evaluates a broad range of hybrid systems and base case scenarios, making it robust and thorough.

· Mathematical modelling and simulation using HOMER are appropriately employed. The inclusion of LCOE, NPC, and emissions analyses provides a comprehensive view.

· Primary data collection via interviews and surveys adds validity to the load estimation and demand profiling.
The methodology and modelling approach are valid and based on established practices. However:

•
Some modelling assumptions need clearer justification, e.g., lifetime of fuel cells, cost parameters. Including a table summarizing all key assumptions would improve transparency.

•
Units should be consistently reported (e.g., “$0.0192kWh” should be “$0.0192/kWh”).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly relevant, but some are outdated (e.g., from 2004, 2005). Consider updating with more recent studies on rural electrification or hybrid system deployment in sub-Saharan Africa (2020–2024).

https://doi.org/10.9734/jerr/2025/v27i51506

	

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


	There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inconsistencies in punctuation throughout the manuscript. For example:

•
"are are" in the Introduction should be corrected to “are.”

•
Sentences such as “The wind turbinewas working at optimum” should be revised to: “The wind turbine was operating optimally.”

A thorough proofreading by a professional editor or use of editing software is strongly advised.
	

	Optional/General comments


	•
Figures and tables are referenced but not embedded with captions in appropriate locations. Figures (e.g., “Figure 3”, “Figure 7”) should appear after the relevant discussion and have proper numbering and descriptive captions.

•
The formatting of the headings (e.g., 2.5.5 Calculating Carbon Emission in HOMER) could be standardized for clarity and consistency.

•
Several results are repeated across different sections without added analytical value. The discussion would benefit from being more concise.

•
Some scenario descriptions are overly verbose without highlighting the comparative implications. For example, Scenario 3 and Scenario 7 discussions include duplicated observations.

•
The base case (diesel-only) is used for comparison, but the results should be better emphasized visually (e.g., through a summary figure or bar chart comparing key metrics across scenarios).
The conclusion is valid but can be strengthened. For instance:

•
Summarize the best-performing scenario and highlight its LCOE and emission levels clearly.

•
Emphasize the policy implications or scalability of the proposed hybrid solution.
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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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