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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 manuscript “Assessment of the Impact of Aerosol Deposits on the Electrical Performance of a Photovoltaic Module Using an IoT System: Application to the Context of Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso” is of great value to the scientific community by offering continuous and quantitative field measurements of the aerosol deposition effects on photovoltaic performance for the understudied Sudano-Sahelian climatic conditions, in Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso. 
It presents new technology that combines a low-cost IoT monitoring system with direct dust concentration measurement to enable real-time, autonomous monitoring of electrical losses due to soiling in a replicable manner in resource-limited areas. 
The result of this study of how current and power decrease with time, but the voltage does not, offers significant empirical evidence to help differentiate the effects of soiling on individual electrical parameters, which is crucial for accurate performance modelling. 
In addition, the observed power loss up to 22.3% within one month and evidence of natural wind cleaning episodes suggest implementing condition-based maintenance strategies that activate cleaning in real-time as a function of the dust threshold would provide practical guidance for the economic viability of solar projects in dust affected areas.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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


	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	




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 clear, descriptive and matches the core elements of the study: Assessment of the Impact of Aerosol Deposits on the Electrical Performance of a Photovoltaic Module Using an IoT System: Application to the Context of Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso. It clearly presents three aspects of the research: (1) the independent variable (aerosol deposits), (2) the dependent variable (electrical performance of a photovoltaic module), (3) the methodological instruments used (IoT system) and finally the geographical setting (Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso).
	

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

	Yes, the abstract is concise and is not overloaded with unnecessary jargon; it gives enough information for readers to determine what the study contributes without necessarily reading the rest of the paper. The inclusion of numerical results is particularly commendable and follow the academic standard of writing abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in its core methodology, experimental design, and interpretation of results. The physical principles underlying the study are sound, the analytical framework is appropriate, and the conclusions are largely supported by the data and also backed by scientific theories.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the references are comprehensive, and the majority are historically relevant (Mani & Pillai 2010; Mondol et al. 2007) and/or recent (2020-2026) and are relevant to the literature. It does discuss the studies of West African and Sahelian studies well, citing Bado et al., Diop et al., and others. References used in the methodology are included like Abdulrazzaq et al. (2022) and Shukla et al. (2026). Some references, however, are not cited in text and/or not formatted consistently. The number of references is adequate but some could possibly be substituted with more relevant studies. In general, the references are relevant but with minor inconsistencies and inaccuracies.
	

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

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

	NO
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