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1)The subject, methodology and results are good, the 

author/s carried out an exergy analysis on the Turbine-

generator, Condenser, Regenerator and Furnace-boiler 

Sections. However, the type of these instruments are nor 

clear. For example , the boiler is watertube or firetube and 

so on. 

2)Information about the case study that has been done is 

not enough. Author/s just write in the INTRODUCTION 

section the thermal power plant is located in the Nigeria.  

The type of the thermal power plant is not clear, for 

example. 

3)Introduction is so weak, and need to be improved. 

4)In the abstract the author/s claimed that overall second-
law efficiency of the plant was lower than the energy 
efficiency as was expected. Although he/she offered 
some reasons for this claim in conclusion section, it is 
better briefly offers some of them here. 
 5) There were some grammar errors in the manuscript, 

for example, 540 Co  must change to 540Co . 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2) The plant studied was a natural gas fired 

thermal power plant.  

This information is now included. 

 

 

 

3) The introduction has been improved 

4) The abstract has been corrected. 

 

 

 

 

 5) The grammar has been corrected. 
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