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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.


	This paper serves as a scientific record for analyzing energy options in Ghana's thermomat operations. 

It serves as a documented methodological reference that future researchers can use to develop, update, or adapt sustainable mining studies.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, but additional recent studies on energy decision-making, mining energy transition, and Ghana-specific research would improve the work.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The phrase “this thesis” used in the abstract and Section 3.1.3 should be replaced with “this work” or “this research.”
2. “This bias becomes especially problematic when performance data are highly skewed, as it exaggerates disparities between the original and rescaled values.” (Section 3.1.2) - Please justify this statement in the context of this study by indicating whether the performance data used are highly skewed and explaining how such skewness may affect the results.

3. The Results section is incorrectly numbered as Section 3, repeating the previous section number; it should be renumbered as “4.0 Results.”
4. There is a spelling error in Section 4.1.4 where “Dissel” should be corrected to “Diesel.”

5. The equation numbering in Sections 3 and 4 is inconsistent, with some equations shown in braces and others not; this should be uniformed such that all equations are numbered in braces.

6. “Below are explained the details of the scores before their final tabular summary.” (Section 4.2.1) — this is not grammatically correct. Change it appropriately to convey the intended meaning.
7. The manuscript does not address availability, ease of access, or safety of the proposed power sources; the authors may clarify whether these aspects were considered.

8. If any of the suggested power sources becomes temporarily unavailable, what alternative or backup source do the authors recommend?

9. The detailed discussion of the model and statistical methods employed by the authors is noteworthy.
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