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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 offers a moderate summary of the economic facets of nuclear energy in Nigeria and highlights the significance of legislative backing for its advancement. It underscores pertinent policy and risk matters that warrant focus. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	It might be clear, but it is not completely comprehensive.

• Include a brief statement about the methodology, so that readers understand how the results were obtained. 
• Integrate particular key findings or data highlights (e.g., LCOE comparisons, policy gaps).
• Retain the policy implications while enhancing their conciseness and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript seems to be generally good, as it tackles the economic and policy aspects of nuclear energy development in Nigeria through a logical and organized approach. To further bolster the validity of the conclusions, a clearer presentation of the methodology, data sources, and assumptions would enhance the scientific rigor of the work.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript seem pertinent, but their adequacy and timeliness may require further scrutiny.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	While the English is generally sufficient, it is advisable to have the manuscript carefully edited or professionally proofread to ensure it aligns with the standards of an international academic audience.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript titled "Economic Viability of Nuclear Energy in Nigeria and the Need for Legislative Incentives and Risk Mitigation". No analysis makes use of the research methodology, statistical analysis/interpretation, graphical representations, mathematical models, etc. This article does not contain any technical, statistical, or mathematical outputs. The following points should be used to revise the manuscript:

· Absence of objectives 

· Absence of research gap 

· Absence of research question 

· No hypothesis

· Absence of research methodology/no flow chart

· No risk mitigation strategies lower financing costs and uncertainty

· Provided a framework for economic and legislative synergy

· Absence of limitations 

· Absence of future directions 

· Incorporate gaps explicitly in both abstract and conclusion.

· Absence of informative conclusions
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