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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 is a significant contribution to the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive review of the potential of nuclear energy to foster economic growth and development in Nigeria. By analysing existing research and highlighting key opportunities and challenges, the study offers valuable insights for policymakers, researchers, and energy experts. The findings can serve as a foundation for future investigations and strategic planning in the field of sustainable energy development. Overall, this work advances understanding of how nuclear energy can be harnessed responsibly to support Nigeria's economic progress.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. 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
	3
	



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.
	The title can be reframed as “Utilizing Nuclear Energy to Drive Economic Growth and Development in Nigeria: A Comprehensive Review”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	· The abstract provides a comprehensive overview of the study's focus on Nigeria's energy challenges and the potential role of nuclear energy but it does not clarify whether it is a research paper, review paper, or policy analysis for Nigeria Nuclear Sector.
· The abstract does not specify the research methods used (e.g., case study analysis, data analysis, modelling) or the specific objectives (e.g., assessing feasibility, policy recommendations). Including this would strengthen the abstract.
· In abstract a sentence can be added addressing the challenges such as high initial costs, safety concerns, or public resistance to nuclear energy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The Manuscript is somewhat found satisfactory, but need major modification as mentioned Under:
1. In the Introduction Section, author has referred 08 prior studies, which is not sufficient to draw conclusion on the potential of nuclear energy infra building for Nigeria.
2. Much of the manuscript is descriptive, summarizing existing knowledge on Nuclear energy and its benefits. While the coverage is broad, the discussion rarely goes beyond reporting what previous studies have found. There is limited comparison between different viewpoints in the literature, and it is not always clear how the present paper positions itself in relation to earlier work. To address this, the author is encouraged to introduce more direct comparisons across studies.
3. The benefits are extremely ambiguous, and the difficulties associated with setting up a nuclear power plant's capital costs are not discussed. In the event of a nuclear reactor breakdown, the risks involved are not addressed.  
4. Author can include a table summarising how nuclear energy benefited the (Developed and under-developed) countries and challenges associated with them by referring literature available worldwide.
5. Although the manuscript is comprehensive, the overall structure could be clearer. Some sections read as collections of related information rather than as parts of a continuous argument.
6. The author should incorporate a description of the paper's methodology at the end of the Introduction section. This will clarify the purpose and scope of the study, providing readers with insight into the research approach, the basis for the authors' findings, and the recommendations derived from the analysis. Including this information will enhance the transparency and coherence of the paper, guiding readers through the research process and reinforcing the validity of the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Reference is not sufficient for this manuscript as this is a review paper.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
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