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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 current manuscript highlights an important issue that can be of considerable significance from a policy perspective as it attempts to understand how various types of energy consumption affect poverty reduction in the West African nations, which have a long history of energy consumption and poverty being strongly interrelated. Moreover, the importance of the manuscript is further enhanced due to the utilization of modern statistical methods such as FMOLS, NARDL, and Quantile Regression. These methods are able to account for the presence of cointegration, asymmetry, and heterogeneity, which are typically overlooked in empirical analyses using traditional methods. Furthermore, the present manuscript adds value to the existing body of knowledge on inclusive energy transition processes as it analyzes the impact of renewable and nonrenewable energy on poverty outcomes.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	
3 = Satisfactory
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 = Satisfactory
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
N/A = Not Applicable
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
2 = Needs Improvement
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 = Satisfactory
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 = Satisfactory
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	

3 = Satisfactory
	

	15. 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
	

2 = Needs Improvement
	



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.
	Yes. The title is mostly clear, relevant, and represents the variables that have been explored in the paper. However, a slight improvement can be achieved through stylistic adjustment to state clearly the specific countries chosen or whether the research is based on five important economies in West Africa.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The abstract describes the purpose, methodology, and results, but it is too long, and it can be shortened by summarizing the results succinctly and highlighting the research's principal contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The manuscript addresses an important topic and uses relevant econometric methods, but several methodological inconsistencies, variable specification issues, interpretation problems, and language weaknesses should be corrected before publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The reference list is extensive and includes several recent sources, but some citations appear duplicated, inconsistent, incomplete, or require verification of authenticity and formatting accuracy.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	There do not appear to be any ethical concerns with this manuscript. Nonetheless, the authors must guarantee that the work is original and that all citations have been done appropriately.
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PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The paper looks at an important development problem and demonstrates its contribution to the research using sophisticated panel econometrics techniques. However, at present, it contains some serious flaws which need to be corrected before submission for possible publication. The issues include the lack of consistency in the choice of some econometric test(s) and estimation method(s), incorrect coefficient interpretation, lack of limitations discussion, linguistic issues, inadequate table/figure formatting, and several citation inconsistencies. I would suggest for major revision. It is recommended that the authors undertake a thorough reworking of the econometric rationale, enhance their writing style, confirm all citations, and bolster policy and robustness discussions.

The paper discusses an important issue that can be of practical interest for policy-makers in relation to energy consumption and poverty alleviation in West African states. The paper utilizes sophisticated econometric methods and provides potentially interesting results especially in connection with renewable energy and heterogeneous distribution. These include the lack of solid evidence on cointegration while using long-run estimators, the questionable interpretation of certain coefficients, the neglect of limitations of the research, and a lack of explanation on robustness. Furthermore, considerable language editing is needed together with the improvement of tables and graphs and proper checking of duplicate, incomplete, and contradictory citations.
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