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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is of substantial importance for the scientific community, particularly for researchers and policymakers focused on energy consumption, CO2 emissions, and sustainable development within the industrial sector. The study provides an in-depth analysis of Kenya’s industrial energy consumption patterns and CO2 emissions, highlighting the role of energy policies in mitigating environmental impact. Given the urgency of climate change and the pivotal role of the industrial sector in energy use and emissions, this paper addresses a critical gap in understanding these dynamics within a developing country context. I appreciate the manuscript’s emphasis on actionable policy recommendations, which could guide future research and strategic interventions aimed at reducing energy consumption and emissions, thus contributing to global sustainability goals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "A Review on Energy Consumption, CO2 Emissions and Policy for Industrial Sector in Kenya," is descriptive and adequately reflects the core content of the article. However, it could be made more engaging and specific to highlight its focus on the interplay between energy policy and environmental impact in Kenya’s industrial sector.

Suggested alternative title:
"Energy Consumption and CO2 Emissions in Kenya’s Industrial Sector: Policy Challenges and Future Directions"
This alternative title emphasizes the policy challenges and future outlook, which could attract more interest from readers looking for insights into sustainable industrial practices and policy implications.
	

	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 of the article provides a general overview of the study, including its focus on energy consumption, CO2 emissions, and policy considerations in Kenya’s industrial sector. However, it could be improved for clarity and impact by adding specific information on the following:

1. Research Objectives and Scope: Clearly state the primary objectives of the study to give readers a quick understanding of the purpose.

2. Methodology Summary: Include a brief mention of the methods or approaches used in the analysis. This would provide context on how the findings were derived.

3. Key Findings: Highlight the main findings, especially any specific data on energy consumption patterns or emission levels, to make the abstract more informative.

4. Policy Implications: Since the study emphasizes policy, a brief mention of the key policy recommendations or insights would enhance the abstract’s relevance to policymakers.

5. Conclusion or Impact Statement: A final line about the potential impact of the findings on policy or future research would make the abstract more compelling.

By integrating these elements, the abstract would offer a more comprehensive summary, helping readers quickly grasp the study's significance, methods, and key contributions.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The subsections and structure of the manuscript are generally appropriate, as they provide a logical flow from introduction to discussion and conclusions. However, there are a few suggestions that could improve clarity and readability:

1. Introduction: This section could benefit from clearly defined subheadings, such as "Background," "Problem Statement," and "Objectives," to provide a structured foundation for the study's relevance and purpose.

2. Methodology (if applicable): If a methodology section is present, it should be clearly separated and detailed. If not, including a standalone methodology section would enhance the manuscript by providing transparency about the research methods used.

3. Results and Discussion: If these two sections are combined, separating them could make the findings and their interpretations more distinguishable. This will allow readers to follow the results and their implications more easily.

4. Policy Recommendations or Implications: Since policy is a focus of the study, a dedicated subsection that summarizes specific recommendations or implications based on the findings would add value and improve the manuscript's impact.

5. Conclusion: Ensure that this section summarizes key points concisely and suggests areas for further research.

Overall, while the structure is appropriate, adding or refining subsections as noted above could improve the manuscript's organization and enhance the reader's understanding.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript appears scientifically robust and technically sound, as it is grounded in a comprehensive review of relevant literature on energy consumption, CO2 emissions, and industrial policy within Kenya’s context. The authors provide a detailed analysis, supported by data and references, that aligns well with current knowledge in the fields of environmental science and industrial energy management. The discussion effectively integrates empirical evidence with policy implications, which enhances the study's credibility. Additionally, the logical progression from problem statement to recommendations indicates a well-structured approach, suggesting that the authors have taken due care to maintain scientific rigor throughout the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references in the manuscript appear relevant and support the core topics discussed, such as energy consumption, CO2 emissions, and industrial policy in Kenya. However, to strengthen the manuscript, it may be beneficial to include more recent references, especially from the past 3-5 years, to reflect the latest developments and research findings in this rapidly evolving field.

Additionally, incorporating references from reputable sources on:

1. Global trends in industrial energy management and emission reduction strategies

2. Recent case studies on policy impacts in similar developing countries

3. Updated data from international organizations like the International Energy Agency (IEA) or United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) on energy and emissions in industrial sectors

These additions would enhance the manuscript’s relevance and provide a broader context for comparing Kenya’s industrial sector policies with global best practices.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are areas where it could be improved to enhance readability and clarity. Some sentences could be rephrased for conciseness, and there are minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasings that may distract readers. Additionally, using more precise terminology, where appropriate, would strengthen the article's academic tone. A thorough proofreading or language editing would help ensure the manuscript meets the high standards expected in scholarly publications.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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