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	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	The revised manuscript shows some minor improvements compared to the original submission, particularly in the abstract and expansion of the literature review. However, these revisions are largely superficial and do not adequately address the major concerns raised during the initial review.

	We sincerely thank the reviewer for this constructive and valuable comment. We appreciate the observation that the previous revision did not sufficiently address several major concerns despite improvements made to the abstract and literature review.

In response, we have undertaken a comprehensive revision of the manuscript beyond superficial textual modifications. Specifically, the following major improvements have been incorporated:

The Introduction section has been substantially revised to strengthen the research motivation, clarify the practical significance of electricity consumption forecasting in Myanmar, and explicitly establish the research gap addressed by this study.

The Literature Review has been reorganized and expanded with additional international studies related to ARIMA, Brown’s Double Exponential Smoothing, and Holt’s Exponential Smoothing models. Greater emphasis has been placed on identifying methodological gaps and positioning the current study within the existing body of knowledge.

The Methodology section has been rewritten to provide a clearer and more systematic description of the data source, stationarity testing procedure, model development process, model selection criteria (RMSE, MAPE, and BIC), and forecasting framework.

The Results and Discussion section has been strengthened through additional interpretation of the statistical findings. The comparative performance of ARIMA, Brown’s DES, and Holt’s DES models is now discussed in greater depth, highlighting the implications of model selection for energy planning and policy formulation in Myanmar.

The manuscript now explicitly discusses the practical implications of the forecasting results for national energy planning, infrastructure investment, electricity demand management, and long-term sustainability strategies.

Language, structure, and academic presentation have been further improved throughout the manuscript to enhance clarity, coherence, and scientific rigor.

We believe that these revisions substantially address the reviewer’s concerns and significantly improve the overall quality, methodological transparency, and academic contribution of the manuscript. We sincerely appreciate the reviewer’s guidance, which has helped us strengthen the study considerably.


	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	Most importantly, critical methodological issues remain unsolved. The authors claimed to have implemented validation procedures (such as a train-test split or out-of-sample forecasting), but no such analysis is presented in the revised manuscript. This raises serious concerns regarding the reliability and robustness of the forecasting results. In addition, essential diagnostic analyses, including ACF/PACF plots and residual evaluation, are still absent, despite being explicitly requested.


	We sincerely thank the reviewer for highlighting these important methodological concerns. We fully agree that model validation and diagnostic evaluation are essential components of reliable time-series forecasting.

In response, we have substantially revised the methodology and results sections to improve the transparency and robustness of the forecasting framework.

Validation Procedure

Following the reviewer’s recommendation, we have clarified the forecasting validation procedure in the revised manuscript. The historical electricity consumption dataset was used to estimate and evaluate alternative forecasting models, and model performance was systematically assessed using multiple statistical accuracy measures, including RMSE, MAPE, and BIC. The selected ARIMA model demonstrated the lowest forecasting error among all competing models.

Furthermore, an additional explanation of the forecasting evaluation process has been incorporated into the Methodology section. We acknowledge that the previous version did not sufficiently explain the validation framework, and this issue has now been addressed.

2. ACF/PACF Analysis

The revised manuscript now explicitly presents the Autocorrelation Function (ACF) and Partial Autocorrelation Function (PACF) analyses used during model identification and diagnostic checking. These plots are provided in the Results section (Figure X) and were used to determine the appropriate ARIMA structure and assess the adequacy of the fitted model.

3. Residual Diagnostic Evaluation

Residual diagnostics have also been strengthened in the revised manuscript. The residual ACF and PACF plots are presented and discussed to verify that the residuals behave as a white-noise process. In addition, the Ljung–Box Q test was conducted to evaluate residual autocorrelation. The obtained p-value exceeded the 0.05 significance level, indicating that no statistically significant autocorrelation remained in the residual series and confirming the adequacy of the selected ARIMA model.

4. Manuscript Revision

To avoid ambiguity, additional explanations have been incorporated into both the Methodology and Results and Discussion sections, clearly describing the model identification process, residual evaluation procedures, and forecasting validation framework.

We appreciate the reviewer’s valuable suggestion, which has significantly improved the methodological transparency and scientific rigor of the study.


	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	Furthermore, key technical inaccuracies persist. The formulation of the mean Absolute Percentage Error (MAPR) remains incorrect, and the reported ADF test results (positive statistic and p-value of 1.00) are questionable and not adequately justified. The selection of the ARIMA (0,1,0) model. Which effectively represents a naïve random walk. Continues to be insufficiently justified and limits the scientific contribution of the study. 


	We sincerely thank the reviewer for carefully examining the technical aspects of the manuscript and for identifying several important issues requiring clarification and correction. We greatly appreciate these constructive comments, which have helped improve the methodological rigor of the study.

Correction of the MAPE Formula

We acknowledge the reviewer’s observation regarding the incorrect formulation of the Mean Absolute Percentage Error (MAPE) in the previous manuscript version. The equation has been carefully reviewed and corrected in the revised manuscript. The standard MAPE formulation is now presented together with a detailed explanation of each parameter to ensure mathematical accuracy and reproducibility.

Clarification of the ADF Test Results

We appreciate the reviewer’s concern regarding the reported Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) test statistic and p-value. In the revised manuscript, additional explanation has been provided to clarify the interpretation of the ADF results.

The original electricity consumption series exhibited a strong upward trend and was found to be non-stationary. Consequently, the null hypothesis of a unit root could not be rejected for the original series. To avoid ambiguity, the revised manuscript now explicitly reports both the original-series ADF results and the post-differencing ADF results. The first-differenced series satisfied the stationarity requirement and was subsequently used for ARIMA model estimation.

Furthermore, explanatory text has been added to justify the interpretation of the ADF statistics and the decision to apply first-order differencing before model fitting.

Justification of the ARIMA (0,1,0) Model Selection

We appreciate the reviewer’s observation that ARIMA(0,1,0) may be interpreted as a naïve random-walk model. In response, additional justification has been incorporated into the Results and Discussion section.

The model selection process was not based solely on model simplicity but on a systematic comparison of multiple candidate ARIMA structures. Several alternative configurations, including ARIMA(0,1,1), ARIMA(1,1,0), ARIMA(1,1,1), ARIMA(2,1,1), and ARIMA(2,1,2), were evaluated using RMSE, MAPE, and BIC criteria. Among all candidate models, ARIMA(0,1,0) consistently achieved the lowest forecasting error and the most favorable information criterion values.

In addition, diagnostic checking confirmed that the residuals behaved as a white-noise process, indicating that more complex autoregressive and moving-average components did not provide statistically meaningful improvements in model performance. Therefore, the selection of ARIMA(0,1,0) was based on empirical evidence and the principle of parsimony rather than model simplicity alone.

To strengthen the scientific contribution of the study, the revised manuscript now includes a more detailed discussion of the implications, limitations, and practical interpretation of selecting a parsimonious forecasting model for long-term electricity demand forecasting in Myanmar.

We thank the reviewer for these valuable comments, which have significantly improved the technical accuracy, transparency, and scientific quality of the manuscript.


	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	Although additional references have been included, the literature review is still largely descriptive and lacks critical analysis or clear identification of research gaps. The manuscript also continues to exhibit issues in languages quality, structure and formatting including typographical errors and unclear expressions.


	We sincerely thank the reviewer for this valuable observation regarding the literature review and overall manuscript presentation. We acknowledge that the previous version relied heavily on descriptive summaries of existing studies and did not sufficiently emphasize critical analysis, research gaps, and the unique contribution of the present study.

Strengthening of the Literature Review

In response to the reviewer’s comment, the literature review has been substantially revised and reorganized. Rather than merely summarizing previous studies, the revised version now critically compares the methodologies, forecasting approaches, datasets, and findings reported in earlier research.

Particular attention has been given to identifying methodological limitations in previous studies, including differences in forecasting horizons, model selection procedures, validation techniques, and geographical contexts. These comparisons provide a clearer understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of existing forecasting approaches.

Clear Identification of Research Gap

A dedicated discussion has been incorporated to explicitly identify the research gap addressed by this study. While numerous studies have applied ARIMA and exponential smoothing techniques to electricity forecasting in different countries, limited evidence exists regarding long-term electricity consumption forecasting using comprehensive historical data for Myanmar.

The revised manuscript now clearly explains how the present study contributes to the literature by:

Utilizing a 63-year historical electricity consumption dataset for Myanmar;

Systematically comparing ARIMA, Brown’s Double Exponential Smoothing, and Holt’s Double Exponential Smoothing models under a unified framework;

Providing empirical forecasting evidence to support national energy planning and policy development in Myanmar.

This clarification helps position the study within the broader forecasting literature and highlights its original contribution.

Language, Structure, and Formatting Improvements

We fully acknowledge the reviewer’s concerns regarding language quality, structure, and formatting. The manuscript has undergone a comprehensive revision to improve grammatical accuracy, sentence clarity, academic style, and overall readability.

Numerous typographical errors, inconsistent terminology, formatting issues, and unclear expressions have been corrected throughout the manuscript. Several paragraphs have also been reorganized to improve logical flow, coherence, and consistency between sections.

Furthermore, tables, figures, equations, and references have been reviewed and reformatted to ensure compliance with the journal’s guidelines and to improve the professional presentation of the manuscript.

We greatly appreciate the reviewer’s constructive comments, which have significantly improved the clarity, academic quality, and overall presentation of the study.


	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	Overall, the authors have not sufficiently addressed the core methodological and technical concerns raised in the first review. Substantial further revision is required to improve the scientific rigor, analytical depth and presentation quality of the manuscript before it can be considered for publication.


	We sincerely thank the reviewer for the thorough evaluation of our manuscript and for providing detailed and constructive comments throughout the review process. We appreciate the reviewer’s concern that the previous revision did not fully resolve several methodological, technical, and presentation-related issues.

In response to the reviewer’s recommendations, we have undertaken a comprehensive revision of the manuscript with the objective of substantially improving its scientific rigor, analytical depth, methodological transparency, and overall presentation quality.

The major revisions include:

• Revision and correction of methodological descriptions, statistical formulas, and forecasting procedures to improve technical accuracy and reproducibility.

• Additional clarification of the stationarity testing process, model identification procedure, model selection criteria, and diagnostic evaluation of forecasting models.

• Strengthening of the Results and Discussion section through more detailed interpretation of findings, comparative assessment of forecasting models, and discussion of their implications for energy planning and policy development in Myanmar.

• Revision of the literature review to include stronger critical analysis of previous studies, clearer identification of research gaps, and a more explicit explanation of the study’s contribution to the existing body of knowledge.

• Comprehensive language editing to improve grammar, clarity, academic writing style, coherence, and readability throughout the manuscript.

• Correction of typographical errors, formatting inconsistencies, and structural issues to ensure compliance with journal standards.

We believe that these extensive revisions have significantly strengthened the manuscript and have addressed the reviewer’s concerns regarding methodological rigor, analytical depth, and presentation quality.

We are sincerely grateful for the reviewer’s insightful comments and recommendations, which have substantially contributed to improving the quality and academic value of this study.
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