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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 manuscript is important for the scientific community because it explores the evolving relationship between renewable energy, technological innovation, financial development, and environmental sustainability in India. As India is a rapidly growing economy facing rising carbon emissions, understanding these interactions is essential for guiding sustainable development policies. The empirical evidence generated through long-term time series data and the ARDL approach adds value to existing literature. Overall, the study contributes useful insights for researchers and policymakers working on energy, environment, and economic growth.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title of the article is generally suitable as it clearly reflects the key variables and the empirical nature of the study.
However, it is slightly long and could be made more concise for clarity. An improved alternative could be:
“Renewable Energy, Innovation, and Growth Nexus in India: An ARDL Approach.”
	

	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 partially comprehensive but still lacks several important components. While it outlines the variables, data period, method (ARDL), and major findings, it does not clearly state the objective in a structured way, nor does it explain the theoretical background behind the study. The abstract also becomes overly detailed by listing statistical results instead of summarizing the key insights concisely. Moreover, it does not include a clear statement of the study’s overall contribution, policy relevance, or implications in a focused manner. Therefore, although informative, the abstract needs improvement to make it more concise, balanced, and aligned with standard academic abstract requirements.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not fully sufficient, as many of them are outdated (mostly from 2013–2019). The manuscript should incorporate more recent studies from 2020 onward to strengthen the theoretical foundation and reflect current research developments.
	

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

	Yes
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No
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