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Review Form 1.6

PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The paper presents some tests for the effect of dust deposition on solar photovoltaic unit.
Although the paper contains a good bibliography, the results are not really original. The
interest could be the 6 samples used for the study, but | think the content is too weak for a
publication in this journal. Also, the quality of English is very poor, with unappropriated
words in most of the sentence. Such work could be of interest, but perhaps more samples
that are representative of the dust present in this region must be considered, and solar
photovoltaic units for different providers must be used,.

Thus, the paper need a major revision, including strong English improvements.

Specific comments:
Introduction:

- This sentence is unclear: “Yet, an undecorated challenge is fronting this technology
during its operation, because of the effect of various sorts of dust materialization”

Part 1.1

- Why 1.1 since thereisno 1.2 ?

- Paragraph 4: Can you specify the country of the “Jazan region”?

- Paragraph 7: This sentence is unclear: “... and inconsistency in proficiencies of
composite climate”.

- Paragraph 78: What do you mean by “external resistance”?

Part 2:
- Change “2.0” to “2.”
Part 2.1
- What is “Makurdi”?
- Can you provide a map of the collection locations?
- Figure 2 announced in the text before figure 1.
- The legend in figure 2 is difficult to read (the letters are too small).

Part 2.2:

- How can you be sure that : “No scientific theory in existence proved this
homogeneity. But in nature, homogeneity occurs randomly.”

- End of second paragraph: Why do you report only the average values ? Thus, it is
not necessary to present the maximum outputs and equation 1.

- Figure 1: It is not a “Schematic Diagram” but a picture.

Part 3.2:
- The figure 4 is announced before figure 3.
- The legends in figure 3 are difficult to read (the letters are too small).

Part 3.3:

- It is obvious that “the highest maximum power occurred when the panel was not
covered with dust. “

- The legends in Figure 4 are difficult to read (the letters are too small). Also, the
content of this figure is difficult to understand; why different volume shapes are used for the
green and purple plots?

- The discussion in the second paragraph is unclear and confused.

- The paragraph “To crown it all, there is a clear reduction in both the maximum power
output and efficiency for each test condition if compare to no dust test experiment. This
clearly shows that solar PV module with no dust addition gives the highest efficiency during
operation as reviewed in previous works.” Is a repetition of what is said before.

- “To crown it all” must not be used in a scientific paper.

1. The Results Presented In This Article Are Original As Each Result Was
Measured Using Recommended Test Instruments.

2. The Content Is NOT Weak. Similar Works Have Been Published Even Q1
Elsevier Journals Which The Article Here Refers To Also.

3. The Samples Used Here Are Typical Dust Samples If Considering The
Region Where This Research Was Done. Besides, Other Samples Like
Soiling Dust Require More Funds And Complex Methods In Experimentation
Which The Authors Can’t Afford.

4. Noted

5. Noted

6. Noted

7. The authors think is not necessary since detail of the work can be obtained
as indicated in the reference segment. Please

8. Mr. Reviewer Sir! We think the sentence Is Ok. Because the Authors
reported The findings of published work regarding a region with a composite
climate (i.e., a climate with weather conditions outside normal conditions for at
least six months).

9. External resistance mean factors like dust, humidity, temperature and other
environmental factors which may cause shielding of the pv modules thereby
reducing the amount of solar intensity reaching the module.

10. Noted

11. Makurdi is a town in Benue State, Nigeria. it is also the state capital of
Benue state.

12. Noted

13. Noted

14. Because there no published peer reviewed work on this method hence no
recommendation made yet. Reference to the statement was already made
Sir. Besides, it is obvious that the manual effort involved in distributing any of
the dust samples may not be accurate.

15. Because the used meters could not display a unique value per experiment
thus averaging it makes the results more reasonable accurate.

16. Noted
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Conclusion:
- What do you mean by “because solar is growing exponentially”?

- What this sentence is at the end of the conclusion means :” If you are using copy-

17. The different shape sizes were selected by the origin soft ware once you
key in the measured data. Thus the variation is because the measured
numerical figures were of different size for each dust sample.

paste option then select ‘match destination formatting’ in paste option OR use ‘paste | 18. Noted

special’ option and select ‘unformatted Unicode text’ option]’?

19. Noted

20. Growing exponentially here depicts rapid increase but not in a common
difference
21. Noted.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. 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)

No
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