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	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 research provides valuable insights into the temporal characteristics of solar radiation and its interactions with key meteorological parameters such as temperature, humidity, and wind speed in a tropical environment. The dataset (2010–2013) from Akure, Nigeria contributes to regional climatology and supports the development of more accurate solar energy and agricultural forecasting models. The study strengthens the understanding of how solar radiation variability affects local weather processes, renewable energy applications, and climate adaptation strategies. Its focus on a tropical West African station fills an important data and knowledge gap for the global scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is informative but slightly long. It accurately represents the content but can be made more concise for readability.

Suggested Alternative Titles:
· “Temporal Analysis of Solar Radiation and Meteorological Correlations in Akure, Southwestern Nigeria”
· “Seasonal Dynamics of Solar Radiation and Meteorological Parameters in a Tropical Nigerian Station”

	

	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.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and provides the objectives, methods, and key results. However, it is somewhat repetitive and could be improved by:

· Removing excessive numerical details (specific monthly values) to improve readability.

· Adding a clearer statement on the main scientific contribution and practical applications (e.g., solar energy prediction or climate modeling).

· Improving the flow by structuring it as: Background → Objective → Method → Results → Conclusion.
Suggested addition:
Include a brief mention of how the findings can improve solar energy forecasting or agricultural planning in tropical climates. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates sound scientific methodology. The use of multiple linear regression (MLR) and correlation analysis is appropriate for the stated objectives. The dataset is well-documented and relevant.
Areas for minor improvement:
· Provide more discussion on data quality control and uncertainty handling.

· Elaborate on the physical interpretation of the correlation outcomes (e.g., reasons for lagged relationships during wet and dry seasons).

· Improve statistical interpretation by including significance levels and more discussion of the R² values.

Overall, the scientific basis is strong and credible.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes both classical and recent studies, with citations up to 2024. However:

· Some references are dated and could be complemented with newer sources related to solar radiation modeling, atmospheric data analysis, or AI-based solar prediction methods (2022–2025).

· Ensure uniform reference formatting (consistent punctuation, spacing, and style).

Suggested Additions:
Consider citing recent advancements in remote-sensing-based solar irradiance estimation and machine-learning approaches in meteorological modeling.
	

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


	The manuscript is readable and technically clear, but moderate editing is needed to improve fluency and grammar.

· Some sentences are too long and should be split for clarity.

· Correct inconsistencies in unit representation and punctuation.

· Improve transitions between sections to ensure smooth flow.

Overall: The English quality is suitable for scholarly communication after minor proofreading.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

K. Madumathi, Mahendra Institute of Technology (Autonomous), India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

