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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 numerical study addresses the influence of wind speed on a double slope solar still assisted by a parabolic trough concentrator, a topic of practical significance for water production in high solar irradiation regions. Its combination of productivity, energy efficiency and exergy analysis could provide useful system design information. However, the present simulation is not adequately validated or described to establish reliable quantitative conclusions. Important inconsistencies in the reported performance indicators must be resolved before the scientific contribution can be assessed.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4 / 5. The title identifies the principal variable and technology, although “Numerical investigation” would clarify the study design.
	

	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
	2 / 5. The abstract provides purpose and headline results but omits validation and model limitations; 49% conflicts with 46.99% in Section 3.3.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 / 5. The keywords are relevant, but “concentrating solar still”, “parabolic trough collector” and “numerical simulation” would improve retrieval.
	

	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
	2 / 5. The background is topical but contains broad unqualified statements and does not clearly isolate the remaining research gap.
	

	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
	3 / 5. The wind speed objective is stated; testable predictions and measured response definitions would strengthen it.
	

	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
	2 / 5. The discussion cites relevant foundational studies but insufficiently synthesizes contrasting wind effects or establishes novelty over Traoré et al. [15].
	

	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
	1 / 5. Critical details are absent: simulation date, hourly weather inputs, parameter values, initial and boundary conditions, time step, convergence assessment and external validation.
	

	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
	N/A / 5. This numerical study does not evidently involve human or animal participants. Research integrity and computational reproducibility still apply.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 / 5. The listed productivity values do not match the six reported wind speeds, and the internal efficiency assignment contradicts the stated trend.
	

	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


	2 / 5. Figures are relevant but captions are inaccurate, labels and units are unclear, and no input data or uncertainty bands are shown.
	

	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
	2 / 5. Some comparisons with earlier research appear, but there is little mechanistic or quantitative examination of conflicting findings.
	

	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
	2 / 5. A qualitative decline with wind speed is suggested by plots; absolute maxima and efficiency claims are not adequately substantiated.
	

	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
	1 / 5. The authors acknowledge future experimental work but do not explicitly discuss current numerical, modelling and climatic 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
	2 / 5. Twenty seven references are listed, including recent works, but multiple entries are incomplete, inconsistent or difficult to trace.
	

	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
	2 / 5. Meaning is often discernible, but terminology, numbering, captions, spelling and units need substantial editing.
	




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, with improvement: “Numerical assessment of wind speed effects on a parabolic trough assisted double slope solar still.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. Reconcile the 49% and 46.99% overall efficiency results; clearly state simulation-only evidence, climatic inputs, key assumptions and validation status.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
[bookmark: _GoBack].
	NOT YET DEMONSTRATED. Supply the complete governing equations and parameter values; verify unit consistency; validate against independent experiments; address temperatures above 100°C; audit all efficiency formulas and values. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. Update the literature synthesis with independently verified recent studies and provide complete bibliographic details for references [3], [16], [19], [23] and [27], among others.
	

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

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

	NO specific human/animal ethics issue is apparent. However, readers require transparent disclosure of model inputs, code availability where feasible, and the authors’ existing declared AI use. Do not infer misconduct from reporting omissions.
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