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	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 contributes to the growing literature on the energy-growth-environment nexus by focusing on Sub-Saharan Africa, a region with increasing energy demand and environmental challenges. The use of System GMM provides reliable empirical evidence while addressing endogeneity issues. The study offers useful insights for policymakers in designing renewable energy and green finance strategies to reduce emissions without compromising economic growth. The findings also support future sustainability planning and operations research-based decision models for energy policy optimization.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the main variables, region, and scope 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 and covers objectives, methodology, dataset, and key findings. However, minor improvements are suggested:

· Mention explicitly that environmental sustainability is measured using carbon emissions (CO2).

· Improve grammatical flow (e.g., “related with” → “associated with”).

· Add one sentence highlighting the policy implication more clearly.

Overall, it is comprehensive and requires only minor refinement. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology (System GMM, FE, and RE) is appropriate for panel data with potential endogeneity and dynamic relationships. Diagnostic tests such as AR(1), AR(2), Hansen and Sargan statistics are reported and support model validity. The regression interpretations align with the results, and conclusions are reasonable. Minor corrections are needed for clarity and consistency in variable explanations and reporting.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are adequate and include recent studies up to 2024. The literature review is comprehensive and includes relevant theoretical and empirical studies. However, the authors should ensure formatting consistency and avoid repetition of similar citations. Overall, references are sufficient. 


	

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


	The manuscript is understandable and generally well structured, but minor language issues exist:

· Some sentences are too lengthy and repetitive.

· Grammar issues such as “related with” and inconsistent tense usage appear.

· Some paragraphs need polishing for academic clarity.

A professional proofreading is recommended for final submission.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The below comments need to be addressed in the manuscript:

1. The authors should clearly justify the selection of 22 Sub-Saharan African countries, including the inclusion/exclusion criteria and handling of missing data.

2. The dependent variable is termed “environmental sustainability”, but it is measured using CO₂ emissions (kt); this terminology should be corrected to avoid conceptual confusion (preferably use environmental degradation / carbon emissions).

3. The regression equations (Model 1 and Model 2) are not properly displayed in the methodology section; the full mathematical specification of equations must be inserted.

4. The manuscript mentions System GMM but does not clearly specify which regressors are treated as endogenous, predetermined, or strictly exogenous.

5. The authors should provide clearer information on the instrument selection strategy, lag structure, and whether instruments were collapsed to avoid instrument proliferation.

6. The inconsistency in the number of groups (System GMM reports 24 groups, while the dataset is described as 22 countries) should be corrected and explained.

7. The observation count differs across estimation methods (System GMM uses 528, while FE/RE tables show 911 and 552); this inconsistency must be clarified.

8. The paper should provide stronger justification for choosing System GMM over alternative estimators and explain why the dataset satisfies large N, small T assumptions.

9. The authors mention using a signed log transformation for FDI, but the exact transformation formula should be explicitly provided for transparency and replicability.

10. The measurement of financial development is unclear: it is described as “financial institutions’ assets” but treated as an index; the exact data source, unit, and scale must be clearly stated.

11. The discussion section should better interpret coefficient magnitudes and explain the economic meaning of results rather than only reporting statistical significance.

12. The policy recommendations are relevant but should be strengthened by linking each recommendation directly to the estimated coefficients and SSA policy priorities such as green finance, renewable subsidies, and carbon mitigation strategies.

13. The abstract is generally comprehensive, but the authors should explicitly mention that environmental sustainability is proxied using CO₂ emissions and improve clarity in wording.

14. Replace the phrase “related with” with “associated with” throughout the manuscript to improve academic tone.

15. Several sentences are excessively long and repetitive; the authors should improve readability by using shorter sentences and avoiding repeated phrases like “higher levels” and “in a bid to”.

16. The manuscript frequently uses incorrect phrasing such as “environmental sustainability increased”; since emissions represent degradation, it should be written as “carbon emissions increased”.

17. There are noticeable typographical errors such as “over-identication”, “lowlevels”, and formatting inconsistencies which require careful proofreading.

18. The authors should maintain consistency in variable abbreviations (for example, economic growth is sometimes written as EC and sometimes EG), which may confuse readers.

19. Citation and reference formatting should be revised for consistency, as there are irregularities in the use of “&”, punctuation, and capitalization in the reference list.

20. The overall English is understandable but needs minor revision to improve grammar, tense consistency, and academic style; a professional language editing is recommended before final acceptance.

This is a relevant and timely manuscript addressing environmental sustainability in Sub-Saharan Africa. The methodology is strong, and the findings are useful for policy and sustainability planning. Minor revisions are needed mainly in English editing, formatting consistency, and improved clarity in the measurement section and interpretation of results..
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. The study is based on secondary panel data sources (World Bank and national statistics), and no human or animal subjects are involved.
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