EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	1. The manuscript provides a valuable integrative analysis of India’s energy sector. The use of the PRISMA-style flow for study selection is commendable. However, we have noted several 'Mechanical Errors' regarding data synchronization and section labelling.

I recommend a thorough audit of your dates and figures. A systematic review’s strength lies in its precision; therefore, inconsistencies in the inclusion years (2024, 2025, or 2026) must be resolved to maintain academic integrity. Upon successful revision of these points, we look forward to moving your manuscript toward the final stages of the publication process
	           Thank you for this valuable and constructive comment. We sincerely acknowledge that the inconsistencies in dates, PRISMA data reporting, section labelling, and database naming were primarily typographical and formatting-related errors that occurred during manuscript preparation. These issues have now been carefully reviewed and comprehensively corrected to ensure full consistency, accuracy, and methodological clarity.

A thorough audit of the entire manuscript has been conducted, and the following corrections have been made:

1. Standardization of Study Period (Major Correction):
All inconsistencies in inclusion years (2001–2024, 2001–2025, and 2001–2026) have been resolved by uniformly adopting the time frame 2001–2026 across the entire manuscript, including the Abstract, Introduction, Methodology, Section 3.1, Table 2, and all relevant descriptions. This ensures temporal consistency and strengthens the integrity of the systematic review.

2. PRISMA Data Synchronization (Critical Correction):
A discrepancy between the textual description and Table 1 regarding the number of excluded studies was identified as a typographical error. The correct value (89 excluded studies) has now been consistently applied across Section 3.1, Table 1, and the PRISMA flow description. The study selection process (278 → 149 → 89 excluded → 64 included) is now fully synchronized and mathematically consistent.

3. PRISMA Flow Figure Integration: The PRISMA flow diagram has now been properly integrated into the manuscript with an explicit in-text reference (Figure 1) and a detailed explanation of each stage of the selection process. This improves transparency and adherence to systematic review reporting standards.

4. Section Labelling and Numbering Corrections: All section numbering inconsistencies have been corrected. Appropriate main headings (3.0 and 4.0) have been introduced, and “3.0 Results and Discussions” has been corrected to “4.0 Results and Discussion.” Subsections have been reorganized to ensure a logical and consistent structure throughout the manuscript.

5. Database Naming Standardization: Inconsistencies such as “WOS” and “Elesvier” have been corrected to the standard academic format: Web of Science (WoS) and Scopus (Elsevier). These terms are now used consistently across all sections.

6. Typographical and Formatting Corrections: Additional minor typographical errors, spacing issues, capitalization inconsistencies, and duplicate references have been carefully reviewed and corrected. Table formatting and headings have also been standardized for improved clarity and presentation.

         These revisions have significantly enhanced the accuracy, internal consistency, transparency, and overall scientific rigor of the manuscript. We are grateful for the reviewer’s insightful comments, which have helped us improve the quality and reliability of the study.
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