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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.
	The identified research gap and the selected topic are highly relevant in the current era. Conducting case studies and comprehensive reviews in the field of renewable energy is both timely and commendable. I particularly appreciate the authors’ choice of topic, as it addresses critical and practical challenges.

In many studies, researchers tend to focus on either economic analysis or technical aspects; however, the integration of both approaches in this paper is a strong and valuable contribution. The comparison between grid electricity prices and renewable energy costs is insightful, clearly highlighting existing differences. Beyond cost considerations, renewable energy offers additional advantages, especially in cases where grid electricity is not sourced from hydropower or other renewable resources.

Furthermore, the focus on energy access in remote areas is well recognized and adds significant value to the study.

However, to make the paper suitable for publication, some revisions and corrections are necessary.
	





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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2 
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	2 (e.g Figure 3 is no necessary, author can write and add reference)
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3 (but the conclusion should be rewrite)
	

	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 (but not enough, author should include the limitation like why not doing experiment, payback period and others)
	

	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 (but there should be relevant to the point author should make it max of 45 to 50 instead of 79)
	

	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
	4
	





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.
	The title is appropriate and relevant; however, the content of the paper aligns more closely with a case study than a general research article. Therefore, it would be more accurate to revise the title to explicitly reflect this. It is recommended to incorporate the phrase “A Case Study of …” in place of the current wording to better represent the nature and focus of the work.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is well written; however, it lacks sufficient comprehensiveness, particularly in presenting the results. The results section in the abstract should be strengthened by including more detailed and quantitative findings. For instance, it would be beneficial to incorporate the payback period and clearly compare the performance of different energy options such as solar, wind, and grid systems individually, as well as hybrid combinations of solar and wind.
Although the study appears to follow a case study approach, the abstract should still provide a clear and concise summary of the key results. In addition, it should explicitly state the target audience or the community that would benefit from the findings. Focusing solely on cost comparisons is not sufficient; other important aspects, such as payback period, system performance, and quality, should also be highlighted.
Therefore, the authors are encouraged to revise the abstract by including more comprehensive result-oriented information to enhance the overall strength and clarity of the paper.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Scientifically, it is expected that hybrid systems will demonstrate differences in performance compared to single-source systems. However, the current study mainly focuses on comparisons between grid-based and hybrid energy systems. This makes it challenging to classify the work as a strong research-based contribution.

While the use of software tools for comparison is a valuable approach, the study would be significantly strengthened by incorporating experimental investigations. Conducting practical experiments and comparing the actual energy generation from solar, wind, and hybrid systems would provide more robust and scientifically grounded results.

Furthermore, a detailed comparison that includes not only energy output but also key economic indicators such as payback period would enhance the depth and impact of the study. Evaluating the performance differences between individual systems and hybrid configurations in terms of efficiency, reliability, and cost-effectiveness would make the work more comprehensive and scientifically rigorous.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references included in the paper are relevant and well selected; however, the total number is quite high. The authors have cited 79 references, which exceeds a reasonable range for this type of study. It would be more appropriate to limit the number of references to around 50 or fewer.

Additionally, the references should be concise, directly relevant, and closely aligned with the core topic of the paper. Reducing less essential or repetitive citations would improve clarity and focus. Therefore, the authors are encouraged to streamline the reference list by retaining only the most pertinent and impactful sources.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
	








PART 6

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.











Jahangiri, M., Nematollahi, O., Haghani, A., Raiesi, H. A., & Alidadi Shamsabadi, A. (2019). An optimization of energy cost of clean hybrid solar-wind power plants in Iran. International Journal of Green Energy, 16(15), 1422-1435.
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