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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 manuscript provides timely and policy-relevant insights into household energy consumption in Abuja, Nigeria. It highlights how appliance ownership, behavioral practices, socio-demographic characteristics, and climate change awareness shape household energy demand. These findings are significant for guiding Nigeria’s energy transition strategies, supporting climate change mitigation, and informing the design of sustainable energy policies. The evidence generated contributes to both academic discourse and policy practice in developing-country contexts, where energy efficiency challenges are most pressing.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It clearly reflects the scope, geographic focus, and policy implications 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.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive. It clearly outlines aims, methodology, results, and conclusions. However, the presentation of regression results could be streamlined. For example, the adjusted R² (0.152) should be emphasized earlier for clarity. Suggestion: briefly mention the practical implications (policy interventions, efficient appliances, awareness–practice gap) more explicitly in the conclusion part of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methods are appropriate (cross-sectional survey, regression analysis, reliability checks via Cronbach’s Alpha). The results are consistent with prior literature and are interpreted cautiously. Minor refinements are needed in presenting tables (consistent formatting, alignment of decimal places) and ensuring that counterintuitive results (e.g., unplugging appliances increasing consumption) are more thoroughly explained.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate, with many from 2023–2025. They capture both Nigerian and international literature. A suggestion would be to include one or two more references on the awareness–practice gap in energy efficiency from Sub-Saharan Africa to strengthen the discussion section.
	

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


	Yes, the English is clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor polishing of sentence flow and grammar
	

	Optional/General comments


	Technical Comments
1. In the abstract, the Adjusted R² = 0.152 is reported, but its meaning is not explained. Clarify its implication (that the predictors explain ~15% of variation in energy consumption).

2. Table formatting across regression results (Tables 1–4) is inconsistent; ensure uniform decimal places (e.g., two or three decimal points consistently).

3. In Table 2, coefficients for some appliances show negative values (e.g., refrigerator, microwave), which may confuse readers. Provide a clearer explanation for these counterintuitive results (possibly due to efficiency effects).

4. The Discussion section combines literature review and findings well, but a short “Policy Implications” sub-section would strengthen applied relevance.

5. The methodology mentions Cronbach’s Alpha above 0.70 but does not provide the exact values. Consider reporting them in a table or appendix.

6. Some references (e.g., “Uyigue et al., 2023” in the discussion) are cited but lack complete bibliographic details in the reference list. Please double-check for consistency.

7. The conclusion could be more concise; avoid repeating results and instead emphasize policy relevance, contribution, and limitations.

8. Figures (if any are planned later) should complement regression tables, e.g., a bar chart or diagram showing relative predictor effects for better visualization.

9. The Abstract Results section presents β coefficients and p-values in detail, which may overwhelm readers. Consider summarizing only the most critical predictors and move full details to the results section.

Grammatical/Language Comments
1. Some sentences are overly long (e.g., in the Introduction, first paragraph). Break them into shorter sentences for clarity.

2. In the abstract: “with high-consumption appliances such as air conditioners and refrigerators as major contributors” → change to “with high-consumption appliances, particularly air conditioners and refrigerators, being major contributors.”
3. Avoid repetitive phrases such as “modest but significant” (results section). Use simpler phrasing to improve readability.

4. In the Methodology: “445 valid household responses were obtained using a multistage sampling approach” → consider rephrasing to “A total of 445 valid household responses were obtained through a multistage sampling approach.”
5. Ensure consistent tense usage; methods should be in past tense, results in past tense, and discussion in present tense where referring to literature.
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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 detail)

No ethical issues are evident. Informed consent was obtained, and confidentiality was maintained.
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