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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.


	The article addresses the interplay between ESG scores and digital transformation in the determination of firm financial performance, i.e., in the Indonesian energy sector. It is a powerful and developing theme as the world policy has debated on sustainability and corporate governance. Nevertheless, the present research is founded on a sample that is really small (8 businesses, 24 measurements), limiting the applicability of results to a very narrow scope. Although the findings are statistically non-significant, the study reveals a significant gap, i.e., that ESG in Indonesia is rather compliance-driven, not the value-oriented one. It is a helpful message, but stronger theoretical underpinning and more robust interpretation of the findings should be provided in this paper.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested alternative:
“ESG Score and Financial Performance in Indonesian Energy Companies: Re-Examining the Moderating Role of Digital Transformation.
	

	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 provides a fairly decent summary of objectives, methodology and findings; however, it is redundant and extremely concerned with meaningless results. It should: 

Note the minor final sample (8 firms, 24 observations). 

Provide a summary of theoretical work rather than bare results. 

Also include one or two sentences of implications to practice and policy. 

At present, the abstract risks discouraging readers by emphasizing “insignificant results” without showing why they still matter.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methods are technically sound (regression with classical assumption tests). However, there are several weaknesses:

1. Sample size is very small relative to the claims made. The results should be framed as exploratory, not generalizable.

2. Measurement of digital transformation using a dummy variable is simplistic and does not capture its complexity. This limitation must be explicitly acknowledged.

3. The discussion section largely repeats statistical insignificance without offering deeper institutional or regulatory explanations. The paper should engage more critically with why ESG and digitalization have not delivered measurable performance impacts in Indonesia.

4. The study only covers 2021–2023 (three years), which is too short to observe the long-term financial effects of ESG and digital transformation. Energy industry dynamics and ESG payoffs often require longer horizons.

5. ESG is treated as an overall score without analyzing its sub-dimensions (E, S, G separately), though the introduction claims novelty in dimensional analysis.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most references are from 2021–2025, which is commendable. However:

· There are duplicate entries (e.g., Nugroho & Hersugondo, 2022).

· Some references are incomplete or inconsistently formatted (e.g., Era Vivianti Husada, 2021).


	

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


	The English is understandable and generally suitable, though it requires polishing for fluency and conciseness.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study design is a causal quantitative design based on a multiple regression analysis design that suits the hypotheses stated. The classical assumption tests (normality, multicollinearity, and heteroscedasticity) are well used and demonstrate rigorous methods. The research however has some severe methodological shortcomings. To start with the end sample size is extremely small (8 companies and 24 firm-year observations), which is a severe limitation to the statistical strength of the findings and the generalizability of the data. Second, the digital transformation as a dummy measure is too simplistic because it does not reflect the multidimensional character of digital efforts (e.g. intensity of investment, level of adoption or level of integration between processes). Third, the regression model has a multicollinearity in interaction term, which as the authors admit has been countered, but the proposed solution (mean-centering) was not implemented in the study. On the whole, even though the methodology is technically good, it should be enriched with more solid sampling, enhancement of construct measurements and more detailed explanations of model decisions in order to get reliable yet meaningful results.
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