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	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 Study uses a new consumption based measure of CO2 emission to provide new data on the Environmental Kuznets Curve (EKC) theory for India, which advances the scientific community. It provides a more thorough understanding of the relationship between growth and the environment in a significant growing country. New study directions are opened by the findings, which cast doubt on the environmental advantages of globalisation while highlighting the vital importance of renewable energy in lowering emissions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable because it clearly conveys the key elements 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.


	Yes, The Abstract is clear, well structured, and covers most of the essential elements like objective, methodology, results and policy implications. It demonstrates novelty (consumption-based CO2 emissions), methodological rigor (ARDL, DOLS, Johansen), and relevance (renewable energy and globalization). But areas of improvement could be considered as:
1. Background: It jumps straight into methods, a brief 1-2 sentences context (why EKC for india matters) would strengthen the abstract.

2. Conciseness: Some sentences could be tightened for readability (especially the methods section).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the findings, methods, and framing of the manuscript are all in line with science. The interpretation of elasticities and the strength of EKC validation are the main problems; resolving them will increase the study's rigour and prevent overstatement.
1. The assertion that "a 1% increase in renewable energy reduces emissions by 64%" (long-run coefficient = -0.6424) may not be accurate, according to the interpretation of the coefficients. This is an elasticity since the variables are in log form, which means that a 1% increase in the share of renewable energy lowers emissions by 0.64% rather than 64%. To prevent dramatization, this needs to be corrected.

2. GDP2 is just slightly significant (p = 0.06) according to EKC validation. The EKC is technically "suggestive" rather than definitively supported. Instead of using the words "firm confirmation," you may use "weak evidence" or "tentative validation."
3. Stationarity section: Depending on the break specification, the ZA test result for renewable energy (LRE) appears to be only partially significant. Before using ARDL, it could be helpful to establish whether you consistently found I(1) throughout all testing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, varied, and somewhat recent (from 1992 to 2024). For optimal strength, though, it is suggested:

1. Including one or two recent studies that use consumption-based CO₂ (2021–2024).

2. Including references that are focused on policy (such as government studies, renewable energy objectives, or India's COP26 pledge).

3. Older (<2015) studies should be slightly trimmed unless they are foundational.
	

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


	The English is unquestionably sufficient for submission to journals.

The work will flow quite well in scholarly communication with little copyediting (shortening complicated phrases, correcting article/preposition use, and making sure references are consistent). Long sentences with several clauses can make texts harder to read. The capitalisation of references can occasionally differ (e.g., Pesaran, M. h. vs. Pesaran, M. H. For professionalism, such discrepancies ought to be eliminated.
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