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	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 provides an important contribution to the renewable energy literature, particularly for the underexplored North Central region of Nigeria. It applies a well-established statistical model (Weibull distribution) to assess wind energy potential across multiple states, offering a robust comparative analysis. The findings have significant implications for energy planning, especially for small to medium-scale hybrid renewable systems that are crucial for rural electrification and sustainability. The study’s outcomes align with national energy diversification goals and can serve as a valuable reference for policymakers, engineers, and researchers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the scope and content of the paper. It is concise and descriptive. No changes are necessary.
	

	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 well-structured and comprehensive, summarizing objectives, methodology, results, and conclusions effectively. However, the inclusion of specific numerical values for Weibull parameters (k, c) could enhance clarity. The abstract might also briefly highlight policy relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate and well-documented. The use of the two-parameter Weibull distribution is justified, and the results are consistent with established wind energy assessment practices. The discussion adequately interprets the findings in light of existing literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent, with several from 2024–2025, ensuring relevance. Classic sources on Weibull modeling (Seguro & Lambert, 2000) are appropriately cited. The manuscript could benefit from one or two more international comparative studies to broaden context.
	

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


	The language is clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical improvements and consistency in tense could enhance readability, especially in the results and discussion sections.
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