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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.

	The current manuscript would be very significant to the scientific community due to the relevance of the issues surrounding energy security, economic development, and sustainability. The study is highly relevant due to its examination of nuclear energy potential in a developing country like Nigeria. In addition, the current paper will help address other wider issues such as those that are related to carbon dioxide emissions, energy diversification, and other related areas. It would also be helpful for other researchers and policymakers due to the provision of useful lessons from other countries.
	



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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear, informative, and directly reflects the core focus of the paper—linking nuclear energy with economic growth and development in Nigeria. It effectively conveys the subject matter and geographical scope, making it easy for readers to understand the study’s intent. However, it is slightly lengthy and could be made more concise for greater impact without losing its meaning.
	

	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: 4 = Good
The abstract provides a clear overview of the study, outlining the problem of energy deficiency in Nigeria, the role of nuclear energy, and its potential economic and environmental benefits . It effectively summarizes the key themes and conclusions of the paper. However, it could be improved by making it more concise and by briefly indicating the approach or methodology used in the study.
	

	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: 4 = Good
The keywords are generally appropriate and reflect the core focus areas of the manuscript, including nuclear energy, economic development, and sustainability . They are useful for indexing and help convey the subject matter effectively. However, they remain somewhat broad and could be improved by adding more specific terms related to Nigeria’s energy context to enhance academic visibility and precision.
	

	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: 4 = Good
The background information is comprehensive and well-detailed, covering Nigeria’s energy demand, structural challenges, and economic implications with relevant data and context . The progression from global energy issues to Nigeria-specific challenges is logical and generally well organized. However, the section could be improved by reducing repetition, tightening the structure, and maintaining a more consistent academic tone throughout.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The objectives of the study are present but are not explicitly and clearly stated in a dedicated section. They are implied throughout the introduction—particularly in discussing the role of nuclear energy in addressing Nigeria’s energy and economic challenges . However, the paper would benefit from a clearly defined and concise statement of objectives to improve clarity and academic structure.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and supports the overall theme of the study by drawing on prior work related to Nigeria’s energy challenges, nuclear energy potential, and economic development . It helps contextualize the research and demonstrates engagement with existing studies. However, it is somewhat integrated within the discussion rather than presented as a clearly structured, critical review section, and could benefit from deeper analytical comparison of sources.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review includes a mix of recent and slightly older sources, with several references from the past few years that reflect current developments in energy policy and nuclear energy discussions . This indicates reasonable effort to incorporate up-to-date research. However, a stronger emphasis on the most recent studies (last 2–3 years) and cutting-edge developments would further enhance its relevance.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not clearly explain how the literature was selected, reviewed, or analyzed. There is no defined methodology describing search strategy, databases used, inclusion/exclusion criteria, or analytical approach . Including a clear literature review methodology would significantly improve the transparency and academic rigor of the study.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript engages with relevant literature and uses it to support key arguments on energy challenges and nuclear potential in Nigeria. However, the analysis is mostly descriptive rather than truly critical—there is limited comparison between studies, minimal identification of gaps or contradictions, and little evaluation of strengths and weaknesses of existing research. A deeper critical synthesis would strengthen the paper.
	

	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

	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript implicitly highlights the need for energy diversification and the potential role of nuclear energy in addressing Nigeria’s energy deficit, which suggests a general research gap . It also offers future-oriented recommendations in the conclusion. However, the study does not clearly and explicitly define specific research gaps or systematically outline future research directions, which limits its analytical depth.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are logically derived from the discussion and align well with the arguments presented throughout the paper, particularly regarding Nigeria’s energy challenges and the potential role of nuclear energy . The recommendations are consistent with the findings and offer practical direction. However, the conclusions tend to be somewhat optimistic and would benefit from a more balanced reflection on limitations and risks.
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	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not clearly discuss its own limitations as a study. While some general challenges of nuclear energy are mentioned, there is no explicit reflection on the limitations of the research approach, data sources, or scope . Including a dedicated limitations section would improve transparency and strengthen the academic rigor of the paper.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are generally drawn from credible and peer-reviewed sources, including journal articles, international reports, and institutional publications relevant to energy and economic studies . The inclusion of sources such as Elsevier journals and international organizations adds reliability to the work. However, a few references appear older or inconsistently formatted, and the overall quality could be further strengthened by incorporating more recent high-impact studies.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable and conveys the key ideas effectively, allowing readers to follow the main arguments without major difficulty . However, the language is sometimes inconsistent, with occasional grammatical issues, repetition, and use of overly expressive or non-academic phrasing. Improving clarity, conciseness, and maintaining a formal academic tone would enhance readability.
	



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.
	Answer: YES
The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the focus of the study—linking nuclear energy with economic growth and development in Nigeria. It effectively communicates both the subject matter and geographical context, making it relevant and informative for readers.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES
The abstract is comprehensive and clearly summarizes the key aspects of the study, including the problem, significance, and main conclusions . However, it could be slightly improved by making it more concise and by briefly mentioning the research approach or methodology used.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES (with minor reservations)
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and based on relevant data and established concepts in energy economics and nuclear energy . However, it would benefit from stronger methodological clarity, more critical evaluation of risks and limitations, and tighter support for some broad claims to further enhance its scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES (with minor scope for improvement)
The references are generally sufficient and include a reasonable number of recent studies, particularly from the last few years, which support the topic effectively . However, the manuscript could be strengthened by incorporating more very recent (last 2–3 years) high-impact journal articles and ensuring consistent formatting across all references.
	

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

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

	Answer: NO
There are no evident ethical issues in the manuscript. The study is based on secondary data and literature, and it does not involve human or animal subjects, confidential data, or ethical conflicts.
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