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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 the critical intersection of energy efficiency, occupant thermal comfort, and sustainable architecture within the tropical context of Nigeria. As urbanization accelerates in developing nations, finding passive, low-energy solutions like shading devices is vital for reducing reliance on mechanical cooling. This work contributes to the literature by synthesizing the benefits and drawbacks of fixed, adjustable, and natural shading systems specifically for public infrastructure.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title "Assessment of Shading Device Alternatives for Public Buildings: A Nigeria Perspective" accurately reflects the content and scope of the study.
	

	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. It clearly outlines the problem (high solar radiation), the solution (shading devices), and the methodology. However, I suggest the author explicitly state whether primary data (field measurements/simulation) was collected or if the "mixed-method approach" refers strictly to the analysis of secondary data and existing literature. Clarifying this distinction in the abstract would manage reader expectations regarding the "Original Research" classification.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is technically sound, but there is a methodological classification issue. The paper is labeled as an "Original Research Article" , and the methodology mentions "analyzing case studies". However, the "Findings" section appears to rely heavily on reviewing existing literature and citing other researchers' data (e.g., Favoino et al., 2012; Attia et al., 2011) rather than presenting new, primary empirical data generated by the author (such as unique building simulations, direct temperature measurements, or original survey results).

The scientific content is accurate, but the article structure resembles a "Review Article" or a "Comparative Assessment" rather than primary "Original Research." I strongly recommend reclassifying the article type or explicitly clarifying in the methodology that this is a secondary data analysis/systematic review.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are excellent and very current. The author includes citations from 2024 and 2025 (e.g., Alsukkar et al., 2025; Ibrahim et al., 2024; Priya & Senthil, 2025), which demonstrates that the manuscript is engaging with the latest discourse in the field.
	

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


	Yes, the English quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The flow is logical, and the terminology is appropriate for the field of architecture and environmental science. There are minor formatting issues in the references (e.g., character encoding errors like "GonÃ§alves" ) that should be corrected during the proofreading stage.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-structured paper that provides valuable insights for policymakers and architects in Nigeria. The breakdown of costs (in Naira) for different shading systems  is a particularly useful addition that adds practical value to the theoretical discussion
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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