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	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.


	In the Democratic Republic of the Congo, a nation with one of the lowest rates of electrification in the world, this paper examines the crucial connection between home power availability and overall well-being.  The study is significant because it provides evidence-based insights pertinent to development planning using nationally representative MICS data and a multidimensional well-being score.  Additionally, by integrating the moderating function of rural/urban residency and contributing to a comparatively understudied country context, the paper enhances our understanding of geographic inequality.  Its conclusions can help policymakers create more successful electrification plans that are connected to human development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and obvious.

 "Electricity Access and Multidimensional Well-Being in the DRC: The Moderating Effect of Residential Location" is another possible title, if you'd like.
	

	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.


	Indeed, the abstract is rationally organized and comprehensive.  The data, methodology, key conclusions, and policy implications are all explained.

 A small recommendation

1. To improve conciseness, one or two sentences could be shortened.

2. Think about defining the precise aspects of well-being that are part of the composite index.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is sound from a scientific standpoint.

1. Strong theoretical underpinnings include references to frameworks for capability, human capital, and energy transition.

2. OLS with strong standard errors is a suitable and well-justified methodology.

3.  The outcomes are reliable and easily understood.

 Note: Interpretational asymmetry may be introduced by the binary variable's coding (1 = yes, 2 = no); typically, 0/1 is recommended.  However, if managed correctly, this has little effect on the accuracy of the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Indeed, both modern and traditional works (2010–2024) are cited.

 A small improvement

1.  For better modern alignment, include one or two recent research (2022–2024) on African electrification using MICS or DHS information.
	

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


	Yes, the language is clear and academic generally.

Although there are a few lengthy words that may be condensed to make them easier to read, the overall quality is suitable for publishing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Both the writing and the structure of the work are excellent.

2. Tables are understandable and well interpreted.

3. Think about include a brief subsection outlining tests for model robustness (such as alternative estimates and multicollinearity check).

4. Although they are not required, figures—graphical depictions of electrification gaps—could improve the article.
This manuscript is strong and well-constructed. Only minor improvements (clarity, conciseness, and reference additions) are recommended.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are identified.
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