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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The manuscript addresses a practical problem in traffic congestion at a Nigerian university gate and provides a comprehensive engineering design solution complete with geometric layouts, pavement composition, drainage details, and a bill of quantities. The technical specificity makes it a potentially valuable template for practitioners in similar developing-world contexts. Furthermore, by quantifying the predicted traffic improvements (37.8% delay reduction, 37.5% queue reduction), the study makes an evidence-based argument for pedestrian-focused infrastructure as a legitimate traffic management strategy. However, the manuscript needs revision. It is structured as a research article but reads as an engineering design proposal. The scientific contribution is presently unclear, and revisions are required to establish its scholarly validity.
	
	




PART  2
	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4/5 (Good). The title accurately reflects the core subject. It could be sharpened to better indicate the evaluative and predictive nature of the work.
Suggested Revision: "Evaluating the Potential of Pedestrian Infrastructure to Mitigate Traffic Congestion: A Design and Predictive Analysis at a Nigerian University Gate"
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3/5 (Satisfactory)
Critical Issue: The abstract conflates construction procedure with research methodology. Listing "Excavation... Sub-base Preparation..." as methodology is incorrect for a research article. The "Results" section also contains a repetitive line about pedestrian adherence.
Required Revisions:
- Clearly state the research methodology (e.g., "Traffic data were collected via manual classified counts over X days; the impact was modeled using [specific software/standard capacity equations]")
- Remove construction steps from methodology
- Present results as "Predicted Outcomes" or "Modeled Results" to reflect the future study period
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
The keywords are relevant. For improved discoverability, consider adding:
- "Campus Traffic Management"
- "Sustainable Mobility"
- "Traffic Simulation" (if used)
- "Developing Countries"
- "Infrastructure Evaluation"
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3/5 
The introduction establishes the problem well. However, Section 1.1 reads as a generic textbook list rather than a critical literature review.
Please:
- Integrate the benefits and challenges into a narrative literature review that cites specific studies on campus gate congestion
- Example: "Studies by [Author, Year] at [Similar Context] found that dedicated pedestrian phases reduced conflicts by X%, suggesting a similar approach could be beneficial at COOU..."
- Strengthen the connection between general pedestrianization principles and the specific COOU context.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3/5 
 The manuscript lacks clearly defined, measurable research objectives.
Please, add a clear bulleted list of objectives at the end of the introduction, such as:
The specific objectives of this study were to:
(i) characterize existing traffic conditions (volume, delay, queue length) at the COOU main gate;
(ii) design a pedestrian walkway and associated infrastructure to segregate pedestrian and vehicular traffic;
(iii) model or calculate the potential impact of the proposed design on key traffic performance indicators;
(iv) develop a bill of quantities to assess the project's feasibility.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4/5 
The reference list includes recent work (2024, 2025), which is positive. However:
- There is an over-reliance on self-citations
- Lack of  high-impact transportation journals (e.g., Transportation Research Part A/B/C/F, Accident Analysis & Prevention)
- Missing recent (post-2020) advances in pedestrian behavior modeling, smart infrastructure, and microsimulation techniques.
- Broaden the literature base to include more externally validated studies to strengthen theoretical grounding.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2/5 
Missing Information:
1. Data Collection: How were "before" traffic conditions measured? (manual counts? video recording? duration? sample size? peak hour identification?)
2. Data Analysis: How were "after" conditions determined? Was a traffic microsimulation model (e.g., VISSIM, SUMO) built? Were standard highway capacity manual calculations used?
3. Temporal Mismatch: The study period is listed as February 2025 - December 2025 (future). This means the "after" data cannot be real measurements. The "Results" must be reframed as "Predicted Results."

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3/5 
The figures and Table 6 are clear. However, the results are presented as factual outcomes of an implemented project, which directly contradicts the stated (future) study period.
Required Revisions:
- Relabel results as "Predicted Outcomes" or "Estimated Impacts"
- Clearly cite the source of estimates within the results section (e.g., "As shown in the microsimulation model...")
- Add uncertainty ranges or confidence intervals around the 37.8% and 37.5% figures
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)
The engineering drawings are clear and appropriate. However:
- Table 1 (BOQ) is incomplete but lacks unit rates and total cost, limiting its value
- Figure 10 could be enhanced with error bars or confidence intervals around the predicted improvements
- Either remove Table 1 or expand it to include estimated unit costs and total project cost to provide complete feasibility picture
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2/5 (Needs Improvement)
The Discussion is simply a restatement of results. There is no attempt to compare findings with other studies.
Required Revisions: Add a paragraph explicitly linking results to literature:
-‘’The predicted 37.8% reduction in delay is comparable to findings by [Author, Year], who reported a 30-45% reduction in vehicle delays at school zones after implementing similar segregation measures. This suggests the proposed design is likely to achieve its intended effect."
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2/5 (Needs Improvement)
The conclusions are stated as definitive outcomes. Given the methodological issues (no clear method, future study period), the conclusions are not robustly supported.
- Reword conclusions to reflect predictive nature:
-Change: "The study demonstrates that... the pedestrian walkway will significantly reduce congestion"
To: "The study predicts that, based on the proposed design, the pedestrian walkway could significantly reduce congestion, contingent on proper execution and achieving the modeled compliance rates."
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3/5 (Poor)
Required Revisions:
- Add a dedicated limitations section acknowledging:
- The "after" results are predictions/modeled outcomes, not post-construction measurements
- The study focuses on a single 50m segment; wider network impact not assessed
- Pedestrian compliance is assumed at 95%; lower compliance scenarios not modeled
- Analysis may be based on a single peak period, not capturing daily/seasonal variation
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3/5 (Satisfactory)
Number is adequate, but quality and breadth need improvement. Heavy reliance on self-citations weakens scholarly foundation. Required Revisions:
- Cite more high-impact, international journal articles
- Include recent (2022-2025) studies on pedestrian infrastructure evaluation
- Reference established methodologies for traffic impact prediction
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3/5 (Satisfactory)
Technical design language is clear. However, the manuscript is structurally unclear, oscillating between design report and research article. Required Revisions:
- Restructure abstract to reflect research methodology
- Add missing methodology section
- Reframe results as predictions
- Professional copy-edit for grammar and flow
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	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)
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