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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 addresses an important issue in sustainable architecture by focusing on the role of shading devices in improving energy efficiency and thermal comfort in public buildings within tropical climates, specifically Nigeria. The study contributes to the growing body of knowledge on passive design strategies by synthesizing environmental, economic, and aesthetic perspectives in a context that is often underrepresented in the literature. By highlighting locally relevant challenges and solutions, the paper provides useful insights for architects, planners, and policymakers working in similar climatic regions. The work also reinforces the importance of climate-responsive design in achieving sustainable and resilient public infrastructure.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the main focus of the study, including shading devices, public buildings, and the Nigerian context. It is concise and appropriately framed for a sustainability- and energy-focused journal. However, the title could be strengthened by indicating the methodological nature of the work (e.g., review and case-based assessment). A possible alternative title could be:
“Evaluation of Passive Shading Strategies for Energy-Efficient Public Buildings in Nigeria.”
	

	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 comprehensive and clearly summarizes the background, objectives, shading device categories, and key findings of the study. It effectively communicates the relevance of shading devices as passive design strategies in tropical climates. However, the abstract could be improved by briefly clarifying the nature of the methodology (i.e., literature-based review and qualitative case analysis) and by slightly reducing descriptive detail to improve conciseness. Explicit mention of the study’s limitations would further strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its conceptual foundation and its discussion of shading devices as passive cooling strategies. The classification of shading systems and the discussion of their environmental, economic, and aesthetic impacts are consistent with established literature. 

But the study relies heavily on secondary data and qualitative case descriptions, with limited quantitative analysis or performance simulation. While this does not invalidate the work, clearer methodological justification, stronger analytical structure, and more explicit differentiation between reviewed literature and original contributions would enhance scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and include several recent publications from reputable journals in building energy, sustainability, and architectural design. The manuscript appropriately cites both global and regional studies related to tropical climates and shading strategies. Nevertheless, some references contain encoding and formatting issues (e.g., special characters in author names), which should be corrected. The inclusion of additional Nigeria-specific empirical or simulation-based studies, if available, could further strengthen the contextual relevance.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. However, the manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, repetitive phrasing, and informal sentence constructions, particularly in the literature review, significance, and findings sections. Some sections are overly verbose and would benefit from clearer structuring and tighter academic phrasing. A thorough professional language edit is strongly recommended to improve clarity, coherence, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic with clear practical implications for sustainable public building design in Nigeria. Its strength lies in contextual discussion and synthesis of shading strategies across environmental, economic, and aesthetic dimensions. However, the paper would benefit from a clearer methodological framework, reduction of repetition across sections, and improved analytical depth in the findings and discussion. Strengthening the distinction between reviewed literature and the study’s original insights would significantly enhance its contribution and readability.
This score reflects the manuscript’s relevance, solid conceptual grounding, and contextual importance, while also accounting for the need for substantial improvement in language quality, methodological clarity, and analytical rigor. The deficiencies are significant but addressable through careful revision.
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