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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.

	Internal relevance (for authors): This manuscript addresses the practical design of hybrid PV-wind-diesel-battery microgrids for rural electrification, a major challenge in Nigeria and across Sub-Saharan Africa. By using HOMER Pro optimisation, it provides lifecycle economic indicators (NPC, LCOE) and emissions estimates that are directly useful to developers and planners. The case study also links the technical results to Nigeria’s decentralised electrification policy context, which can help bridge research outputs with decision-making for mini-grid deployment. However, the paper needs major revisions to correct internal inconsistencies, improve methodological transparency, and fully report the promised sensitivity analysis and sizing results.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Mostly suitable.
Suggested refinement (clearer + method-first):
• “HOMER Pro Optimisation and Techno-Economic Assessment of a PV-Wind-Diesel-Battery Microgrid for Rural Electrification in Ibiaku Ikot Oku, Nigeria”.
	

	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.

	Generally comprehensive, but revisions are needed for clarity and consistency:
• Ensure the daily load value is consistent with Table 4 (1214.74 kWh/day) and with the annual energy value reported later.
• Add the optimal component sizes for the best case (PV kW, wind kW, battery kWh, generator kW) and key reliability metrics (unmet load, capacity shortage).
• Clarify the baseline comparison (diesel-only) and state the baseline assumptions.
• If sensitivity analysis is claimed in the abstract, include explicit sensitivity results in the main text (tables/figures) and summarise key ranges.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall approach is appropriate (HOMER-based techno-economic optimisation), but the manuscript requires major corrections and added reporting:
• Inconsistency on system context: the study is presented as off-grid, yet Section 2.2 includes a “Public Grid Backup”; later optimisation cases do not include grid. Please clarify whether the system is off-grid or weak-grid and align all sections.
• Component sizing inconsistencies: PV sizing in Table 5 (1500 kW) appears unrealistic relative to the stated peak load (86 kW) and conflicts with later peak-load figures (190.9 kW). Diesel generator rating is also inconsistent (100 kW/125 kVA vs 50 kW). Recalculate/justify and ensure one consistent set of sizes.
• Load audit assumptions: several appliance quantities are fractional (e.g., AC = 0.4). Explain the diversity/penetration factor approach and show how totals were computed.
• Missing (or not clearly shown) sensitivity analysis section/results, despite being an objective and claimed in the abstract. Add the full sensitivity methodology and outcomes.
• Methods need more transparency: specify resource data year/time-step, wind-speed extrapolation to hub height, economic assumptions (inflation, fuel escalation, project financing), dispatch strategy (LF/CC), and component lifetimes.
• Results reporting is incomplete: provide the optimal sizes for each case, annual energy production by source, generator runtime/fuel use, battery throughput and SOC statistics, excess electricity, unmet load/capacity shortage, and cash-flow breakdown.
• Structure error: section numbering/order is incorrect (Conclusion appears as Section 6 before Section 5). Reorder and ensure consistent formatting for figures/tables and captions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are moderately recent (many 2023-2025) but need strengthening and correction:
• Complete any truncated/incomplete citations (e.g., Ajayi et al., 2013 appears incomplete).
• Ensure that key assumptions (diesel price, component costs, loss factors, emission factors) are supported by authoritative sources and that all URLs are stable.
• Consider adding a few seminal/standard references on mini-grid economics, battery degradation/lifetime modelling, and HOMER-based design best practices to improve comparability.
	

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

	English quality is generally understandable, but scholarly editing is needed:
• Fix inconsistent capitalisation of section headings (e.g., “methodology”).
• Standardise units and notation (kW vs kVA; kWh/day vs kWh/year; t/year).
• Improve clarity in long sentences and ensure all acronyms are defined at first use.
• Ensure that equation variables are fully defined in text and that equation rendering is consistent.
	(To be completed by Authors)

	Optional/General comments

	Major revision checklist (most critical items):
• Align the system definition (off-grid vs grid/weak-grid) and remove conflicting statements.
• Provide a consolidated “Input Assumptions” table: costs, lifetimes, O&M, discount rate, inflation, fuel price/escalation, emissions factors.
• Provide a consolidated “Optimised Sizing & Performance” table for each case: PV (kW), wind (kW), battery (kWh), generator (kW), converter (kW), renewable fraction, unmet load, excess electricity, fuel use.
• Add and discuss sensitivity analysis outputs (spider plot/table of NPC/LCOE vs fuel price, battery cost, load growth, solar/wind).
• Ensure all figures are high-resolution and referenced in the text; verify figure sources/permissions (satellite image).
• Correct the section order and ensure conclusions reflect reported results (including sensitivity findings).


Main reasons: internal inconsistencies in system description and sizing, incomplete reporting of sensitivity analysis and optimisation outputs, and structural/formatting issues that must be corrected before acceptance.
	(To be completed by Authors)
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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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