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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.


	I recommend publication of this paper for several strengths:

1. Comprehensive theoretical background: The paper presents a thorough exploration of ecocriticism, energy humanities, ecofeminism, postcolonial ecology/environmentalism. It demonstrates a deep understanding of these interconnected fields, which serves as a strong foundation for the analysis.
2. Interdisciplinary approach: The study effectively combines literary analysis with cultural and gender studies, offering a multifaceted examination of the chosen texts.

3. Critical analysis: The author offers a thoughtful and critical analysis of Ghosh’s The Hungry Tide (2004), Roy’s The Ministry of Utmost Happiness (2017), Butler’s Parable of the Sower (1993), and Robinson’s The Ministry for the Future (2020), effectively illustrating how fiction and poetry are imaginative mediators of science, ethics, and activism.
4. Contextual understanding: The paper displays a robust understanding of the historical and cultural context with regard to climate change in the age of the Anthropocene.

5. Engagement with key concepts: The author engages with important concepts (such as “climate humanities,” “climate justice,” “energy humanities,” “ecofeminism,” and “postcolonial ecology”), showing a nuanced understanding of these complex notions.

6. Focused argument: The paper maintains a clear focus on its main argument: the humanities, narratively, aesthetically and through affects, are crucial for thinking otherwise the human in a warming world.
7. Use of textual evidence: The author effectively uses extracts from the primary texts to support their arguments, providing concrete examples of the themes being discussed.

8. Contribution to the field: By bringing together energy humanities with gendered ecologies and climate justice within an Indian or Global South context, the paper contributes to expanding the scope of postcolonial, cultural, and gender studies in literature.

9. Potential for further research: The conclusion effectively points out areas for potential future research, demonstrating the author’s broader understanding of the field and the paper’s place within it.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	· The suggested title fits the content 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 well-written, but the author needs to consider the purpose of the study. It is not clear enough. Kindly have a look at the highlighted remarks in the revised manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, but the author needs to consider:
· Organization of the article (alignment): It would be better if the author opts for “Justified Alignment”. “Left Alignment” is usually applied to theses/dissertations. The findings section needs to be re-organized. It is a bit confusing. 

· Words count: a research paper should be 3000-6000 words long. See (Instructions for Authors/ A Research Paper Template)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Yes, they are (more than) adequate and recent. Some should be revised in accordance with the Journal system. See (Instructions for Authors/References)
	

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


	· The paper is, in general terms, well-written, but it needs some proof-reading as highlighted in the revised manuscript. The article consists of some grammatical/typing mistakes. A thorough proofreading would improve readability. The author needs to avoid the repetition of some expressions such as “in a similar vein”… He/she is also invited to consider reorganizing sections (the findings section) to improve the flow of ideas.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall assessment: this paper makes a valuable contribution to the scope of postcolonial, cultural, and gender studies in literature. However, it will adequately meet the requirements of a scholarly paper provided that the above remarks are carefully addressed. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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