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The paper reports a computational study on the use of blades equipped with spoilers on
the root section to increase the local lift coefficient. This is the second part of a unique
work; in this second part the authors consider the energetic and structural implications of
using spoiler blades. Authors conclude  that the use of spoilers provides only a very
marginal increase of wind energy harvesting, while reducing in a very significant way the
life expectancy of the blades, due to the excess of unsteadiness caused by the augmented
vortex shedding phenomena associated to the spoiler.

This conclusion is not very surprising, considering the aerodynamics of the profile with
spoiler. This paper has the merit to quantify the impact of the spoiler in a multi-
disciplinary way, and it is appreciated for its scientific quality. However, for the reader the
motivation of the paper it is not clear: is the intention of the paper to demonstrate that
the root-spoiler blades are not recommended, and should be avoided? Why did they
decide to study this specific configuration, and how they designed it? Did they find
something tunexpected, and why? At what extent these conclusions can be generalized?
Without answer to these questions, the paper remains a documentation of a failed attempt
of improving the design of wind turbine and, as is, it is of relatively low technical
relevance (still having high scientific quality). This referee recommends to extended the
motivation and conclusion sections of this paper to enhance its engineering impact.

Further suggestions for revision are given below:

 - At the beginning of Section 2, please properly introduce the turbine (which is recalled
several time in the following of the paper)

 - Line 60, page 3: why do you need the BET for calculating the angle of attack from blade
twist/pitch?



 - Section 2.4: please consider to show the airfoil shape, with and without spoiler

 - Line 155, pag. 12: please note that U(Z) it is not the vertical wind speed, but the wind
speed distribution along the vertical direction

 - Figures 9-11: I recommend to show less plots, probably 4 or 6 are sufficient; in this
way, their readability is highly improved

 - Section 3.1.3: please introduce properly the topic at the beginning of the section,
instead of jumping directly on the comment of the results

 - Line 215, pag. 17: authors comment the results on their approach of using the mean,
the minimum and the maximum values of the polars in a quasi-steady fashion in the BEM
model; however, this assumption implies to consider the rotor to behave in a quasi-steady
fashion, neglecting any delly in the response or hysteretic behavior; a comment on such
assumption would be recommended for making the proposed methodology more
convincing

Line 255: a novel method is proposed to construct time series, and hence to analyze
fatigue loads, by combining the oscillation in the polar with the prevalent vortex shedding
frequency; while the method is very well crafted and highly appreciated, a question arises
on its quantitative validity; would it be possible to explain the degree of fidelity of their
technique? Ideally one could compare the results of the method with those of a high-
fidelity simulation, for just one case. I understand it might not be possible in the frame of
this paper, but a comment on this should be addressed in the paper.

Line 295: authors state that the results of lifetime expectancy are unrealistic, does this
mean that the values in figure 18 are unreliable?
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