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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 transition to renewable energy is central to climate change mitigation. A well‑executed review that integrates technological pathways (e.g., storage, smart grids) with policy instruments (e.g., carbon pricing, feed‑in tariffs) could provide a valuable map for researchers and policymakers. Your stated aim to combine technology and policy is appropriate, but the paper currently reads as a narrative overview rather than a systematic or scoping review with explicit methods and a critical synthesis. Elevating rigor (clear method, evidence tables, comparative discussion) would make this contribution useful for the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is accurate
	

	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 contains awkward phrasing (e.g., “grave in mitigating its bearings,” “completesynopsis”), undefined abbreviations (“RESs,” “WP”), and repetition. It does not state how the literature was identified, screened, and synthesized. Please: (i) state the review type (narrative/scoping/systematic); (ii) list databases and dates searched; (iii) specify eligibility criteria; (iv) summarize key quantitative/qualitative findings; and (v) end with concrete, evidence‑based recommendations. Example (150–170 words) you may adapt: This review examines how renewable energy technologies—solar, wind, hydropower, geothermal and bioenergy—contribute to greenhouse‑gas mitigation and how policy instruments accelerate deployment. Searches of [databases] (January 2015–June 2025) yielded [N] records; after screening against predefined criteria, [M] studies were synthesized. Evidence shows rapid cost declines and system‑level benefits when renewables are paired with storage, digital control and grid expansion. Effective policies include carbon pricing, long‑term support mechanisms (e.g., auctions/feed‑in tariffs), grid‑access reforms, and targeted finance for emerging markets. Key gaps are integration at high shares, equity and access, and durable market design under climate impacts. We propose a research and policy agenda linking technology readiness with regulatory sequencing and social inclusion. Please remove undefined acronyms (e.g., “CGHs”) and standardize to GHGs.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Strengths: Broad coverage of major technologies and policies; intention to link technology with policy is appropriate. Major weaknesses to correct: 1) No review method—Sections “1.4 Purpose and Scope” and “9. Objective of the Study” state aims but provide no search strategy, inclusion/exclusion criteria, quality appraisal, or synthesis method; add a Methods section (consider PRISMA for scoping/systematic reviews). 2) Limited critical synthesis—claims are often generic (e.g., Sections 2–5) and not anchored in comparative evidence or quantitative ranges (e.g., abatement potentials, LCOE trends, capacity additions, policy effectiveness). 3) Figures/Tables—figures are listed (e.g., Figures 1–12) but sources, licensing/permissions, and data provenance are unclear; ensure all images are original or used under license with captions citing original sources. 4) Case studies (Table 2)—impacts are stated (e.g., “50% increase,” “10,000+ households”) without citations or methods; each case needs a reference and context (baseline, period, metric). 5) Terminology—frequent inconsistent/undefined acronyms (e.g., RE, RESs, WP, CE, CGHs/GHGs, GW, SGTs) and occasional malapropisms (e.g., “enslavement on FFs,” “demoralized through ocean energy technologies,” “specimenlunar”). Standardize terminology and correct usage throughout.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list is extensive but consistency and verifiability are concerns. There are entries with unusual author listings (“Alice, Johnson and Mark Stevens”), journals that appear inconsistently named, and several items dated 2024–2025 without DOIs or clear indexing. Please: (i) adopt a single citation style; (ii) verify each entry (authors, title, journal, volume, pages, year, DOI); (iii) clearly distinguish peer‑reviewed literature from reports; (iv) prioritize authoritative syntheses (e.g., IPCC AR6 Synthesis Report; IEA/IRENA/REN21 global status reports) to underpin key claims; and (v) ensure that every figure/table cites a primary source. Avoid placeholder citations and remove unverifiable references. 

	

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


	Not yet. The manuscript requires thorough language editing by a fluent scientific editor. Recurrent issues include incorrect word choice (“grave in mitigating its bearings”), missing articles and prepositions, non‑standard abbreviations, and inconsistent capitalization (e.g., “RE,” “RESs,” “WP,” “CE”). Please provide a list of abbreviations, define each at first use, and standardize to widely accepted forms (e.g., GHG, LCOE). Replace colloquialisms and not clear phrasing with precise technical language. See Abstract and Sections 1–3 for representative examples.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Suggested revision plan: 1) Add a Methods section (databases searched, search strings, dates, inclusion/exclusion criteria, screening flow; if narrative, state that explicitly and justify). 2) Build evidence tables summarizing technologies (maturity, performance ranges, costs, integration needs) and policy instruments (mechanism, context, outcomes, pros/cons). 3) Replace anecdotal case notes with documented case studies (source, timeframe, metrics). 4) For each major technology, add a brief quantitative snapshot (typical capacity factors, integration considerations, environmental co‑impacts), with high‑quality sources. 5) Consolidate and license all figures; ensure captions include original source and license/permission. 6) Add sections on equity/just transition, grid integration at high renewable shares, and climate‑resilience of renewable assets. 7) Provide a Limitations section and a clear, prioritized policy/innovation agenda in the Conclusion. 8) Full language edit and acronym standardization.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

None that are apparent.
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