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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.

	This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by providing a long-term empirical analysis of electricity consumption in a developing economy using a 63-year dataset, which is relatively rare and valuable for time-series forecasting studies.  It offers a comparative evaluation of classical univariate forecasting approaches, helping researchers and practitioners understand the relative performance of ARIMA and exponential smoothing techniques in real-world energy demand modelling.  The study also has practical relevance, as its forecasting results can support evidence-based decision-making in energy planning, infrastructure development, and policy formulation in emerging economies.  Overall, despite methodological limitations, the manuscript provides a useful baseline reference for future research seeking to develop more advanced or multivariate electricity demand forecasting model
	



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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

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

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

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

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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

	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	




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 (with minor improvement needed)
The title is generally clear, informative, and reflects the study’s scope and methods.
Suggestion for improvement: It could be made more concise by reducing redundancy, for example:
“Forecasting Electricity Consumption in Myanmar: A Comparative Time Series Analysis”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Although the abstract includes all components (data, methods, results), it is overly long, poorly structured, and contains excessive technical detail. 
Suggestion for improvement:
· Shorten and structure into clear parts: background, methods, results, conclusion
· Remove unnecessary numerical detail
· Improve grammar and clarity

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
There are several methodological and technical issues, including incorrect formula presentation (e.g., MAPE), weak justification of the ARIMA model, and lack of validation/testing procedures. 
Suggestion for improvement:
· Correct all mathematical formulas and notation
· Include model validation (e.g., train-test split or out-of-sample forecasting)
· Provide proper diagnostic analysis (ACF/PACF plots, residual checks)
· Strengthen justification for model selection

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The references are partly relevant but include several outdated and non-peer-reviewed sources, with limited coverage of recent advances. 
Suggestion for improvement:
· Add more recent (last 5–8 years) peer-reviewed journal articles
· Include studies using modern forecasting techniques (e.g., machine learning, hybrid models)
· Improve citation consistency and formatting

	

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

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

	NO
The study is based on secondary, aggregated data and does not involve human or animal subjects.
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