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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 critical issue in developing economies: the need for affordable and sustainable domestic cooking technology. By evaluating the performance and economic feasibility of a small-scale updraft gasifier using Gliricidia Sepium (a locally abundant biomass), the study provides practical data that supports the transition away from fossil fuels like LPG. The techno-economic analysis is particularly valuable for policymakers and engineers looking to implement renewable energy solutions in Nigeria and similar regions.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It accurately reflects the scope of the study, covering performance evaluation, economic assessment, specific technology (updraft gasifier), and the geographical context.


	

	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 generally comprehensive, but it contains a significant numerical inconsistency that must be rectified.

Correction required: The abstract states a “thermal efficiency of 81.6%”. However, in Table 5 of the manuscript, the “Thermal Efficiency” is listed as 70%, while “Gasifier Efficiency” is listed as 81.6%. The abstract incorrectly labels the 81.6% value as thermal efficiency. This distinction is crucial and must be corrected to match the results in the body of the paper.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with clear methodology and calculations. However, there is a specific discrepancy in the reported efficiency terms that needs clarification:

· Efficiency definitions: In Sec. 3.1 and Table 5, the authors distinguish between “Thermal Efficiency” (70%) and “Gasifier Efficiency” (81.6%). The calculation for Thermal Efficiency (Power Output / Power Input = 7.60 / 10.86) yields ~70%. The authors should clarify the formula used for the “Gasifier Efficiency” of 81.6% in the text to distinguish it clearly from the thermal efficiency.
· Abstract consistency: As noted above, the Abstract conflates these two values, claiming 81.6% as thermal efficiency, which contradicts the data in Table 5. This must be fixed.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references appear sufficient and recent. The bibliography includes relevant citations from 2020 to 2025, covering technical gasification and socio-economic context in Nigeria. It could still be streamlined.

The authors could also refer to Alexis T. Belonio’s Rice Husk Gas Stove Handbook (link).


	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The economic analysis is a strong point in this paper. The comparison with LPG costs provides compelling argument for the adoption of this technology. For international readers, USD equivalent could also be presented with month year reference period for currency exchange. 

The inclusion of CAD designs and fabrication details also adds to the replicability of the study.
(While the paper is strong, there  is primarily to correct the efficiency values in the Abstract to ensure they match the Results discussion.)
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No.
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