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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.
	This manuscript presents a relevant and timely topic, the evaluation of small-scale wind energy potential at a university campus in Nigeria. This study adds to the limited literature on local-level renewable energy resource maps that are essential for promoting sustainable energy planning in Sub-Saharan Africa.

The empirical approach measuring wind velocity directly at several heights over seven days provides a site-specific baseline to guide real-world deployment decisions and is therefore more actionable than purely simulation-based studies. This particular turbine capacity (300 W) is recommended as it concurs with measured performance data making it a practical recommendation for university administrators and energy planners.

Finally, this work will be leveraged as a reproducible template for similar assessments at other institutions across the region in line with capacity building and energy autonomy objectives within African academic communities.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	Rating Scale: 4=Good

The title is descriptive and accurately reflects the study's focus. However, including the specific turbine scale (e.g.'small-scale' or 'mini') could improve precision.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3=Satisfactory

The abstract conveys the core findings but lacks a clear statement of the research objective/gap, does not mention the statistical methods employed, and contains a grammatical issue ('its suitable' should be 'its suitability').
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating Scale: 3=Satisfactory
Keywords (Wind, height, velocity, turbine, power) are relevant but generic. Adding more specific terms such as 'Weibull distribution', 'Ikot Akpaden', 'Nigeria', or 'campus wind mapping' would improve discoverability.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 4=Good
The introduction covers global, continental, and national wind energy context well. The progression from global to local is logical. Some paragraphs in Section 1.4 are slightly repetitive.

	

	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
	Rating Scale: 2 = Needs Improvement

No explicit research objectives or hypotheses are stated. The study lacks a clearly defined problem statement. Authors should add a dedicated objectives subsection at the end of the introduction.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3=Satisfactory 

Most references are from before 2020. References [6] and [11] are from 2025, which is good. However, more recent literature (2020–2025) on campus-scale wind studies and Nigerian wind potential should be incorporated.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3=Satisfactory 

The methodology is adequate for a preliminary site assessment but limited: only 7 days of data is a very short period for wind resource characterization. The study mentions Weibull distribution in the introduction but does not apply it. No statistical uncertainty analysis is presented.


	

	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
	Rating Scale: N/A = Not Applicable


No human subjects or sensitive data involved. Not applicable.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating Scale: 3=Satisfactory

Results are organized in multiple tables which present daily and averaged data. However, the tables are numerous (11 tables) and could benefit from consolidation. Figure 5 shows the velocity-vs-height trend but the axis labels and source of the figure are not fully described.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3=Satisfactory

The figures are referenced but image quality in the manuscript appears low. Tables 2–8 (individual daily data) could be moved to an appendix to improve flow. All figures need proper captions with units.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 2 = Needs Improvement

The discussion is limited and largely restates results. It does not compare the 4.09 m/s average wind speed with other Nigerian or African site studies. A comparative analysis with similar published studies is strongly recommended.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 4=Good
The conclusion that a 300 W turbine is suitable at 12 m height is well-supported by the power calculations. The conclusion is appropriately cautious about industrial-scale applicability.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3=Satisfactory

The authors acknowledge terrain roughness and obstruction by buildings and trees. However, the short 7-day measurement period, absence of seasonal variation data, and lack of Weibull statistical modeling are not acknowledged as limitations.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3=Satisfactory

27 references are cited. While the count is adequate, several references appear duplicated (e.g., [25] and [26] appear identical) and some citations (e.g., [9]) are to general reports rather than peer-reviewed articles.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 2 = Needs Improvement

The manuscript contains multiple grammatical errors throughout (e.g., 'its suitable', 'tress' instead of 'trees', 'sitting' instead of 'siting', inconsistent tenses). A thorough English-language editing is required before publication.
	


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.
	YES, the title is suitable. It is specific and informative. One small improvement might be to append the word ‘Small-Scale’ or ‘Mini’ before ‘Turbines’, so readers immediately understand what is meant: for example, something like ‘Mapping Wind Energy Potential for Small-Scale Campus Turbines: Akwa Ibom State University, Ikot Akpaden’.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract requires revision. It has to clearly mention: (1) the research gap/motivation, (2) the method used to conduct it very precisely(do not just write statistical tool analysis), (3) a few quantitative results that were important (this is partially present), and 4) why are these findings significant. Correction of grammatical mistakes in the text (like, ‘its suitable for siting’ should be replaced by ‘its suitability for siting’; ‘various time internal’ could be written as ‘various time intervals’.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY. The basic calculations of wind power (P = 1/2 × ρ × A × v³) are correctly applied. However, there are some scientific concerns: (1) In the abstract, it states that the overall average wind speed is 4.09 m/s, but Table 10 shows averages between 3.54 and 4.54 m/s - thus this single average figure needs a clearer derivation; (2) Air density has been mentioned inconsistently as '1.223 kg/m' which is missing an exponent and should read instead as 1.223 kg/m³; (3) The power value in Table 11 for height at 2m has been listed under different figures i.e., it says 84.72 W when calculated in Section 3.1 it came out to be 85.72 W-thus this discrepancy needs clarification; (4) Seven days of measurement do not suffice for reliable characterization regarding wind resources so authors should admit this limitation explicitly and think about seasonal variability too.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The reference count (27) is fine, but there are a few problems: (1) The entries for references [25] and [26] look the same; one should be taken out or changed. (2) Most of the references are from before 2018. More recent studies (2020–2025) on wind energy assessment in Nigeria and installations on campus should be used. (3) Reference [9] cites a general policy report (REN21 2016); a peer-reviewed source should be preferred. (4) Reference [27] looks like a Spanish-language magazine article. Its relevance and ability to be cited should be looked at again.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. Physical measurements of environmental wind data were made using anemometers on a university campus. No human subjects, sensitive personal data, or ethically sensitive materials are involved. No ethical concerns can be identified. 
	


PART 3
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript is considered a real local contribution to the renewable energy literature in West Africa; however, it will need major revisions before it is acceptable for publication as a book chapter. The main issues that need addressing include: (1) very short data collection period (7 days) which makes the reliability of resource assessment questionable; (2) several English grammar and spelling mistakes throughout the document; (3) absent or unclear statement of research objectives; (4) limited discussion with no comparison to prior literature, and (5) duplicated references. It would be better if authors could increase measurement time or at least explicitly frame current dataset as preliminary/pilot study. The manuscript has good potential if these issues are addressed through a major revision.
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