Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Engineering Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JERR_146171

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Hydrogen Storage for Sustainable Energy System: Technological Challenges and Socio-Economic Opportunities

	Type of the Article
	Systematic Literature Review (SLR) and Meta-Analysis


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 scientific community should consider this manuscript significant because it will give an overview of the latest developments, challenges, and solutions in the hydrogen storage technologies, which is one of the major elements of sustainable energy systems. It integrates results of systematic reviews, meta-analyses and real-life projects to illuminate more on the technological and socio-economic aspects that affect the uptake of hydrogen in the future which is important to both researchers and policymakers. The paper has also determined essential gaps in the existing literature, including scalability, material sustainability, and compatibility with renewable energy sources, which will inform the research agenda. On the whole, it can be used as a reference by scientists, engineers, and decision-makers who want to speed up the creation and effective use of safe, effective, and sustainable solutions of hydrogen storage.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The article title is good and it aptly captures the subject under the research on hydrogen storage technologies, their challenges, solutions and so-economic issues. It is understandable, topical and appropriate to the scientific readers.
	

	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 is broadly sufficient since it gives the main points of the study, namely the technological issues, solutions, socio-economic issues, and research gaps in hydrogen storage. Nevertheless, some recommendations would help to strengthen it: Highlight Methods: In a few words point out that the research is grounded on the systematic literature search and case study analysis. This aids the readers in the way. Quantitative Insights: In some way, provide the most important figures or statistics (e.g., the number of studies reviewed, the percentage of energy losses, the percentage of efficiency improvements) to make the abstract more specific. Key Findings: Although the issues and solutions are stated, it will be beneficial to clarify the most severe finding or lesson made in the abstract. Future Directions: A small note about the necessity of interdisciplinary cooperation or definite research priorities would help readers to get a clear picture about the contribution of the study. All in all, the abstract is well-constructed, yet it would be better to include these points to make it informative and more appealing to the scientific community.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Well, it seems that the manuscript is scientifically correct. It is up-to-date with the latest knowledge about hydrogen storage technologies by providing the latest researches, systematic reviews, and case study. The technological issues, including the energy demands, materials, and safety issues, are outlined adequately, and the suggested solutions, including the use of advanced materials, hybrid systems, and enhanced safety measures, are in line with the existing studies. Socio-economic factors and literature gaps are also properly addressed, which signifies the balanced and evidence-based approach. In general, the manuscript has a scientific rigor and is consistent with the existing knowledge on the topic.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sources of the manuscript are usually adequate and span numerous types of recent research (2022-2024), such as systematic reviews, case studies, and technical analysis. They give a good backing to the issues about the technological problems, socio-economic dynamics, and recommendations in hydrogen storage. Nevertheless, some recommendations on how it can be enhanced: To the extent possible, add more sources published in 2025, to make the manuscript contain the latest trends in research, absolute. It is possible to refer to other international policy or industry reports, e.g. IEA Hydrogen Reports or IPCC assessments, to enhance the socio-economic and global energy context. To make it complete, several of the most cited early foundational works in hydrogen storage materials (e.g., early MOF and LOHC research) might be mentioned to give it some historical context. In general the references are good, however, the inclusion of some very recent or high-impact studies and policy reports would make the manuscript more comprehensive and relevant.
	

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


	Yes, language and English quality of the manuscript are usually appropriate to the academic communication. It is well written, formal and academic conventions are observed. Sentences are organized properly, technical terminology is utilized properly, and the text of the manuscript looks professional. A couple of small changes would make it easy to read and understand: There are too long sentences that might be broken down to be understood. The repetition of the phrases (e.g., "highlighted challenges" or critical hurdles) could be minimized. The change of the sections might be slightly more fluent to contribute to the coherence. All in all, the language used in the manuscript is good and suitable to a scientific reader.
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