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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 manuscript addresses an important topic for Myanmar and for other emerging economies where reliable electricity-demand projections are necessary for energy security, infrastructure investment, and sustainable development planning. By using a long annual dataset covering 1961-1962 to 2023-2024 and comparing ARIMA, Brown's Double Exponential Smoothing, and Holt's Double Exponential Smoothing, the work provides a useful statistical basis for national energy planning. The study is practically relevant because it links forecasting accuracy with policy needs such as grid expansion, resource allocation, and mitigation of future supply shortages. However, its scientific contribution will be stronger if the authors clarify the data units, correct internal inconsistencies, improve the model-validation strategy, and discuss limitations more explicitly.
	



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 - 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
	3 - Satisfactory
	

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

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

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

	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
	

	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 - Needs Improvement
	

	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 - Needs Improvement
	

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

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement
	

	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 - Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory
	




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 generally suitable and reflects the manuscript scope. A slightly more precise option would be: 'Forecasting Annual Electricity Consumption in Myanmar Using ARIMA and Exponential Smoothing Models: Evidence for Strategic Energy Planning.' The article type should also be corrected because the manuscript is an original empirical forecasting study, not a review article.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract is informative but too long and contains an important inconsistency: it states that Brown's DES outperforms the other frameworks, while the reported RMSE, MAPE, and BIC show that ARIMA(0,1,0) is the best model. The abstract should be shortened, the contradiction corrected, and the data unit, forecast horizon, model-selection basis, and main policy implication stated more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTLY. The general forecasting approach is acceptable, and the comparison of ARIMA, Brown's DES, and Holt's DES is relevant. However, the manuscript needs clearer explanation of the ARIMA(0,1,0) specification, including whether a drift/constant term is used, because the forecasts increase over time. The authors should clarify the measurement unit of electricity consumption, report ADF test results more completely, provide residual diagnostics more transparently, and add out-of-sample or rolling-origin validation to avoid relying only on in-sample fit statistics.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTLY. The references include relevant classical and regional sources, but the review is not sufficiently recent or critical. The authors should add more recent studies on electricity-demand forecasting, energy planning in ASEAN/Myanmar, and modern time-series validation practices, preferably from peer-reviewed journals and official energy agencies. The literature-search strategy should also be described if the article remains classified as a review article.
	

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

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

	NO. No direct ethical concern is identified because the work uses aggregated secondary electricity-consumption data from official statistical sources. The ethical-approval and consent statements are appropriate, but the data source and availability should be described more precisely for reproducibility.
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