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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.
	It structures energy poverty as gendered structural condition.

It strengthens an integrated scientific understanding of a complex problem.
It combines strong interdisciplinary evidence on health impacts.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	5 = Excellent
Yes, the title is clear and appropriate for the paper.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent

Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and also well-structured which clearly and appropriately states the background, the aim, the methods, the key findings, and the conclusion.
	

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

The keywords are appropriate and strongly aligns with the article which captures the central focus on energy deprivation, gendered impact, environmental exposure, and health consequences
in the African context.
	

	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
The background information of the paper is not completely sufficient and well organized. However, the background sentence can be improved or fine-tuned for clarity and grammatical smoothness.

Looking at this sentence; “Women and girls carry a disproportionate share of this burden as cultural norms, and entrenched gender inequalities, particularly the gendered allocation of energy-related responsibilities.” This sentence is incomplete because it lacks a concluding clause.
It could be fine-tuned or restructured as; “Women and girls carry a disproportionate share of this burden due to cultural norms, and entrenched gender inequalities, particularly the gendered allocation of energy-related responsibilities.”
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
	3 = Satisfactory.
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	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives are clearly stated, but they are included within the introduction rather than being separated or itemised for easy understanding. The
objectives would be better and clearer if being stated more directly and briefly.
	

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

Actually, the literature review in this article is relevant in content and scope, but does not fully align in structure and academic function for a journal article format. The conceptual framework is clearly theoretical, and not literature review.

In your literature, you are already making strong analytical claims. Example, governance failures, policy gaps, and implementation critique.
Frameworks and conclusions are being introduced inside what is labelled as review content which is not appropriate.

Improvement can be made to the “Literature Review” by; moving policy critique out of the literature review, move future directions to the conclusion, and ensure to keep literature review strictly and directly as what studies says, not what should be done. By so doing, it will enhance a clear
understanding.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement.
The literature review is relatively recent in terms of themes and policy framing, but it’s actual state of being recent depends on the datedness of the cited sources which are not fully stated.

However, the literature review can be improved by including recent policy evaluations like (2024-2025) from African energy programmes, update or replace the older foundational citations where
possible. This will make the literature review academically up to date.
	

	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.

Your literature search methodology is not properly or transparently explained in a well-structured narrative. What you currently have is a general statement of scope, not a reproducible methodology.

You didn’t state where the literature was sourced from, example, Scopus, Web of Science, Google Scholar, etc.
You did not explain the screening and selection process in terms of how many studies were identified and how many were screened.

Also, you did not clarify whether it is a narrative
review, systematic review, scoping review or critical interpretive synthesis.
	

	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
	4 = Good.

However, you have a clear policy-critical narrative review with strong analytical elements, but it is not yet a fully developed Critical analysis of literature.
So, in order to make it a critical analysis of literature, you could include; explicit comparison of competing findings example, where studies disagree on electrification impacts.
Also include a clear identification of methodological biases in terms of cross-sectional dominance and a strong theoretical positioning in terms of why energy justice is preferred over alternative frameworks.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent.
Yes, the research gaps and future directions are clearly identified in your article. However, you can enhance it further by grouping the gaps into 3-4 thematic priorities in terms of data and measurement gap, health and mental health gap,
geographic or equity gap and agency/leadership gap.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
	5 = Excellent.
	



	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions are logically derived from the proof and arguments presented throughout the
article.
	

	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
	4 = Good.
The paper discusses it’s limitations, although they are presented more indirectly through the sections on the research gaps, methodological constraints, and weaknesses in the evidence base rather than under a different heading “Limitations of the
study”. This will make the limitations more appropriate and easier to read and understand.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent

The references are of high-quality and academically valid for a systematic review on energy poverty, gender, and health in Africa.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent

Yes, the manuscript is written in a clear and comprehensive style. The language is logically structured and appropriate, and the arguments are easy to follow.

However, on page 3 of the article, some sentences are too long. Example;
“Electrification programmes and clean cooking initiatives have persistently treated the household as an undifferentiated unit of analysis, failing to account for who within the household controls energy decisions, who bears the cost of transition, and who is most likely to benefit from change”.

This is actually understandable, but many similar sentences appear continuously throughout the article. If need be, breaking some sentences into
shorter sentences would improve readability.
	



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 of the article is suitable, academically strong and relevant to the content.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are sufficient but they are partially recent. If possible, replace some older health and environmental studies with recent ones.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Yes, there are some ethical issues in this manuscript that calls for consideration which are;
The issue of gender essentialism in the sense that much of the analysis consistently frames women as primary victims and men as implicit non-burdened actors in energy systems.

Another related ethical consideration is representation and voice absence. The manuscript combines secondary literature but does not indicate the inclusion of local stakeholder’s perspectives in shaping interpretations.
Also, in the aspect of health, the manuscript uses high magnitude burden estimates example, World Health Organization WHO mortality figures appropriately, but there is an ethical need for carefully setting the context of global estimates when applied to regional policy arguments, in order to avoid over precision or overreaction
without unclear framing.
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