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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	
The manuscript brings together a wide range of studies on India’s energy sector, covering how energy use, economic growth, and energy security are connected. This is useful because these topics are often studied separately, and having them in one place helps readers see the bigger picture. The paper is particularly relevant given India’s fast-growing energy demand and its dependence on imported fossil fuels, which makes energy security a real policy concern. However, for the scientific community to benefit more, the study needs to move beyond listing previous works and provide clearer comparisons, stronger analysis, and more precise conclusions.
	











PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 = Poor
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	









PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The current title is too long and tries to cover too many aspects at once, which reduces its clarity and impact.  
“A Systematic Review of Energy Consumption, Growth, and Energy Security in India”
This version is shorter, clearer, and keeps the core focus of the paper while improving readability.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract summarizes the topic but remains too general and does not clearly explain how the review was conducted or what the main contribution of the study is.
The abstract should briefly describe the methodology (e.g., how studies were selected and analyzed), highlight the key findings more precisely, and clearly state what new insight this review provides compared to existing literature.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. While the manuscript discusses relevant topics, it lacks scientific rigor in its methodology and analysis. The review does not follow a clearly defined and reproducible systematic approach, and the discussion is mostly descriptive rather than analytical.
The author should strengthen the methodology by clearly explaining the literature search process, inclusion criteria, and selection procedure. In addition, the paper should move beyond summarizing studies and provide deeper critical analysis and comparison of findings to support more robust conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. While the manuscript includes a reasonable number of references, the selection is uneven. There is an overreliance on older studies, limited use of the most recent research, and some inconsistencies in citation quality.
The authors should incorporate more recent peer-reviewed studies (especially from the last 3–5 years), ensure all references are from reliable academic sources, and maintain consistent citation formatting throughout the manuscript.

	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic. The methodology lacks transparency and reproducibility, and the analysis remains largely descriptive without sufficient critical synthesis. There are also concerns regarding the consistency and reliability of some references.
Given these issues, I recommend major revision, with careful attention to strengthening the methodological section, improving analytical depth, and clarifying the paper’s contribution.

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic, but significant improvements are required in methodology, analytical depth, and overall scientific rigor before it can be considered for publication.
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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? 

	[bookmark: _GoBack](If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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