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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

The EBM technology is highly controversial.  

Apparently, it is not yet commercially viable.  I 

suggest the paper be written to explore willingness 

to pay for other technologies which are proven and 

commercially viable.  I think this is possible, since the 

survey work was not technology-specific – i.e., 

willingness to pay for specific attributes such as 

reliability were explored. 

 

We have dropped the controversial EBM 

technology and opted for a more acceptable 

technology – the wind turbine. As rightly noted, 

the study has less to do with the right 

technology. The issue of a particular technology 

was just brought in to demonstrate 

sustainability in view of the Willingness-to-pay 

bids derived. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

It was easy to read the paper.  Nonetheless, the English 

should be improved.  In many places, the choice of words 

and phrases could be improved.  There are some 

sentences with “missing words.”   

The reader should be reminded how odds ratios can be 

converted to probabilities when interpreting logit model 

results. 

 The entire paper has been edited all over again 

without altering the original data, findings and 

conclusions. 

 

The conversion of odds ratios to probabilities                            

has been effected 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

Overall, this is a very interesting topic and an interesting 

paper. 

 

Thanks. 

 

 


