
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Basic and Applied Research Journal

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ABAARJ_2622

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Techno-Economic Feasibility of Small-Scale Wind Power for University Campuses in Nigeria: A Case Study

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE





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 addresses a timely and significant topic in renewable energy engineering, specifically the techno-economic feasibility of small-scale wind power for university campuses in Nigeria. Nigeria faces chronic electricity shortages, with universities particularly affected by frequent power interruptions and high diesel generation costs. The study's focus on Edo State University Iyamho provides valuable localized data that fills a gap in existing literature, which has largely concentrated on national or regional wind mapping rather than institution-level applications. The manuscript contributes to the growing body of knowledge on campus-scale renewable energy integration in developing countries and offers practical insights for energy planners, policymakers, and academic institutions. The framework presented is replicable and could serve as a model for similar assessments across Nigerian and African universities.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	4 (Good)	
Descriptive but could be more concise. Suggest: "Techno-Economic Feasibility of Small-Scale Wind Power for Nigerian University Campuses: A Case Study of Edo State University, Iyamho"
	

	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
	4 (Good)
Covers key elements but too long. Condense to 250-300 words. Must clarify this is a review article (not empirical study) and mention Weibull/RETScreen/HOMER methodology explicitly.
	

	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 (Good)	
Add "Nigeria" and "Edo State" as geographic keywords. Consider adding "Hybrid Energy Systems".
	

	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 (Satisfactory)	
Adequate context but transition between global and Nigeria-specific is abrupt. REMP/NEMP discussions need better integration with campus rationale.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)	
Objectives are diffuse. Consolidate 4 aims into 2-3 clear research questions.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)	
Covers relevant topics but needs more 2024-2025 studies on small-scale wind in Africa and hybrid solar-wind-battery systems.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)	Many references are 2019-2021. Add GWEC 2025 Global Wind Report and IRENA 2023 Nigeria Roadmap.
	

	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 (Needs Improvement)	No description of databases, search terms, inclusion/exclusion criteria. As a review article, PRISMA or similar framework is needed.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)	
Some critical commentary in Table 2, but deeper evaluation of methodology strengths/weaknesses and conflicting findings needed.
	

	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

	3 (Satisfactory)	
Gaps mentioned are generic. Need specific gaps: multi-year campus data, standardized frameworks for African institutions, tropical climate turbine performance, policy impact studies.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)	
Generally supported by arguments, but must explicitly acknowledge limitations of secondary data and need for primary validation.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)	
Need a dedicated "Limitations" section. Discuss: no primary data collected, reliance on potentially outdated literature, generalized economic estimates, no social acceptance analysis.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)	
Several journals appear predatory/low-quality (e.g., "Renewable Energy Journal", "Journal of Renewable Energy Studies"). Many refs lack DOIs. Web sources need verification. Format inconsistent.
	

	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 = Satisfactory 
Numerous grammatical errors: "quantum amount" → "significant"; "set-phase goals is" → agreement error; "target-framed institutional projects" → unclear. Needs professional English 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 minor revision. Suggest more concise version as above.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but needs improvement. Must explicitly state this is a literature review, not empirical study. Condense to 250-300 words. Resolve contradiction with Data Access Statement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with serious reservations: (a) wind speed/power density claims appear literature-derived, not measured; (b) LCOE values lack transparent derivation; (c) FUNDAMENTAL CONTRADICTION: text discusses "weather station data" but Data Access Statement says "No new data were generated"; (d) duplicate section numbering (two "2.4" sections); (e) Figure 1 is missing from manuscript despite extensive references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Sufficient but not fully recent. Missing IRENA 2023, GWEC 2025. "Hadi, 2024" cited in text but not in reference list. Several questionable journal sources. Inconsistent formatting.
	

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

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

	NO. However, Conflict of Interest and Competing Interests statements are redundant. Add AI Use Declaration per journal guidelines.
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