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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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.
	This manuscript presents a timely and relevant case study on the water-energy nexus in a data-scarce region, a critical area for sustainable infrastructure development. Its strength lies in using real-world operational data from a Nigerian water treatment facility, moving beyond the typical IEEE testbed simulations that dominate the literature. By quantifying the direct energy penalty of seasonal turbidity and demonstrating the efficacy of a neural network-controlled solar PV system, the study offers a replicable, evidence-based blueprint for enhancing energy resilience in water utilities across sub-Saharan Africa. The work effectively bridges the gap between hydrological variability and intelligent grid management, providing actionable insights for policymakers and utility managers in resource-constrained environments.
	



PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title is comprehensive, specific, and accurately reflects the study's scope and methodology.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The abstract is well-structured and includes all key elements. However, it could be slightly more concise.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The keywords are relevant and cover the main topics of the study.

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The introduction effectively sets the scene, but the literature review is somewhat narrowly focused on general water-energy relationships. It could be strengthened by briefly citing prior work on similar neural network control applications in water systems specifically.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The objectives are explicitly and clearly listed at the end of the introduction.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The references are generally relevant. The inclusion of a 2025 reference (Magni et al.) is excellent. However, some references (e.g., Akpama et al., 2020) are from sources with lower impact, and the body of literature on NN controllers for grid stability is broader than cited.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The methodology is robust, combining historical data analysis, network modelling (ETAP, MATLAB/Simulink), and a well-defined neural network architecture. The Bayesian regularization approach is a sound choice for a facility-level dataset.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not applicable for this type of study
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The results are presented clearly, but the inclusion of more detailed figures (e.g., comparative load profile graphs before/after DSG integration) would significantly enhance clarity and impact.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Table 1 and 2 are adequate. The absence of any figures is a significant weakness. A figure showing the ETAP one-line diagram, the MATLAB/Simulink model, or the comparative load profiles is essential for a paper of this nature.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The discussion connects findings to relevant literature (e.g., Quintana and Sowby, Plappally and Lienhard). However, the discussion on the neural network could be expanded to compare its performance against simpler control strategies (e.g., rule-based).
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The conclusions are directly and strongly supported by the results presented
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The limitations are not explicitly discussed. A section on the study's limitations (e.g., reliance on data from a single facility, 2011-2015 data, the training data for the NN being from a simulated optimal dispatch logic) is needed.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The references are relevant and sufficient in number. However, the journal selection for some citations is less than ideal.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The manuscript is very well-written, with clear, professional, and technically accurate language.
	



PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? (YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	This is a commendable and insightful study. To further strengthen the manuscript for publication, please consider the following suggestions for revision:
· Add Figures: The manuscript currently lacks figures. It is highly recommended that you add at least the following to improve clarity and impact:
1. A simplified one-line diagram of the CRSWB network as modelled in ETAP.
2. A figure showing the comparative daily load profiles (e.g., Rainy Season, Dry Season without DSG, Dry Season with DSG). This would visually reinforce the impressive 30% peak reduction and reduced load variability.
· Strengthen the Literature Review: Expand the discussion on neural network applications in water treatment systems or grid-tied renewable energy systems. Citing a few more recent papers (2023-2025) on these specific applications would make the introduction more up-to-date.
· Discuss Limitations: Add a dedicated "Limitations of the Study" section in the Discussion. Acknowledge that:
1. The data is from a single facility (2011-2015), which may limit generalizability, though the framework is transferable.
2. The neural network was trained on data derived from simulated optimal dispatch logic, not historical control actions. This is a valid approach for establishing a benchmark, but it should be clearly stated as a limitation.
3. The analysis assumes a specific 30% DG penetration level; the sensitivity to this parameter is not explored.
· Clarify the Data Source: In Section 2.5, the load profile data is described as being from 2011-2015. However, the abstract mentions a three-year horizon (2013-2015). Please reconcile this discrepancy and state the exact period used for the primary analysis.
· Minor Textual Corrections: 
1. In Section 3.2, there is a duplicated comma in the reference "(Blaabjerg et al., 2006),),".
2. Consider standardizing the abbreviation for Distributed Solar Generation (DSG) to be consistent throughout (Section 1 uses DSG, but Section 3.3 uses DSG).

These revisions are minor but will significantly enhance the quality and completeness of the manuscript. I look forward to seeing the revised version.

This is a well-conceived and executed study with significant potential impact. The major strength is the use of real-world operational data from a critical infrastructure sector in a developing nation. The manuscript is technically sound and well-written. However, the presentation of the results is hampered by the lack of visual elements (figures). The addition of at least one or two key figures would significantly improve the manuscript's readability and impact. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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