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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 None

Minor REVISION comments The cost of LEDs is going down rapidly. In a few years(perhaps 5) the purchase cost may go down dramatically– at least a factor of 2 to 4. This would have a major effecton the ROI for LEDs. I suggest that the authors includesuch a scenario in the paper. This would strengthen thecase for LEDs.On the other hand, although the LED manufacturers claimlifetimes of 100,000 hours, that is completely unproven.Even if the bulbs did last that long, it is possible that eventhe school buildings themselves will be replaced orremodelled before then. I think that most economicanalyses of ROI for lighting don’t include lifetimes past25,000 or 30,000 hours for these reasons. I think that theauthors should discuss this in the paper. Of course, ashorter assumed lifetime would weaken the case forLEDs. However, this might be off-set by the reducedpurchase costs mentioned above.
Optional/General comments This is a nice, very well documented analysis. It clearlyexplains all of the assumptions, data and calculations.
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