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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Reviewer comments
	Author's comments 


	Please write a few sentences explaining the importance of this manuscript to the scientific community. A minimum of 3 to 4 sentences may be required for this section.

	A significant body of documentation and research reports indicates that women and girls are more likely to be affected by energy poverty than men, as they are the primary users and producers of energy in households. Women and poor and marginalized people are not only those who most acutely feel the effects of climate change, but also those with the most limited capacity to prepare for its impacts. Therefore, this study, which aims to analyze the health impacts and policy gaps of energy poverty, is of paramount importance, as it will highlight the gender inequalities in African communities that exacerbate this vulnerability. This study will draw attention to the need to integrate gender equality into climate policies, for example.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Evaluator ratings
	Author's comments 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the document?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The title is appropriate and well-formulated
	

	2. Is the article summary complete?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: The article summary is incomplete. The scope of the study and the sample are not defined. The methodology is not well described.
The summary needs to be revised to improve its scientific quality.
	

	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: The words are appropriate and could be improved; here are my suggestions: Energy insecurity; gender inequalities; African communities; health impacts; policy gaps
	

	4. Is the general information presented in the article sufficient and well organized?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: The general information is not well organized in the document. I acknowledge that effort was made in the writing.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The objectives are not clearly stated. The author must clearly outline the overall objective and the specific objectives.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The literature is quite extensive and relevant. It is clear that the author has made an effort in reading.
	

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

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained correctly?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The methodology was not clearly defined. A mixed-methods approach would have been beneficial to the study.
	

	9. Is the critical analysis of the literature complete?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The analysis of literary criticism is not finished. Indeed, the The literature review did not provide a critical synthesis. The author did not identify the main lessons learned from the works reviewed and made no connection to the present study.

	

	10. Has the identification of research gaps/future directions been carried out?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	3: The identification of research gaps/future directions was carried out in a comprehensive manner. The author must outline clear and precise directions. This will add value to the research.
	

	11. Were the conclusions reached in a logical manner?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The conclusion is acceptable. The author remained consistent with the topic. He showed that energy insecurity is not only based on gender inequalities, but also on an institutional framework that is insensitive to gender, equity, and human rights. Women remain marginalized.
	

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

	13. What is Quality of References (i.e., from authentic, peer-reviewed sources)?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Mediocre
N/A = Not applicable
	4: The references are of good quality and come from authentic sources.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Mediocre
N/A = Not applicable
	4: Yes, the language is understandable
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer's comment

	Author's comments (Authors are required to write their comments here)


	Is the article title appropriate?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief and clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the article is appropriate because it highlights a social reality caused by gender inequalities and structural deficiencies.
	

	Is the article summary complete?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief and clear suggestion for improvement.
	The summary is not complete
Define the scope of the study, specify and describe the study sample
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically accurate?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief and clear suggestion for improvement.
	No: In light of the observations made above, the writing quality of the article needs to be reviewed
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide a clear suggestion for improvement.
	In my opinion, yes
	

	Does this manuscript raise any ethical questions?
(YES or NO)

(If so, please detail here the ethical issues raised.)

	No
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