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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 is significant to the scientific community as it provides a statistically rigorous framework for predicting electricity demand in Myanmar, a country undergoing rapid urbanization and economic expansion.
By performing a comparative analysis of three prominent univariate time series models (ARIMA, Brown’s Double Exponential Smoothing, and Holt’s Double Exponential Smoothing) against a comprehensive 63-year historical dataset, the research identifies the most accurate empirical tool for long-term energy projections.
Ultimately, the study offers highly reliable statistical baselines that empower energy planners and policymakers to optimize grid infrastructure investments and balance national supply with rising demand.
	




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
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

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

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

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

	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
	NA
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	



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. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
 The abstract is highly comprehensive and meets all the requirements of a quality scientific abstract. It establishes the context and importance of the study for Myanmar's energy sector.
In addition, it details the methodology used (ADF test and the three time series models), the source and period of the data (63 years), as well as the model selection criteria (RMSE, MAPE, BIC).
Improvements:
Correct typographical and spacing errors: Fix instances where periods are immediately followed by letters without spaces (e.g., "2023–2024.The").
Consistency in terminology: Ensure consistent use of "stationarity" (as a noun) versus "stationary" (as an adjective) throughout the text.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
While technically correct within the framework of univariate analysis, the work presents a scientific gap by not explicitly discussing the limitations of the univariate method, which ignores external variations (such as GDP or changes in energy policy) that could affect future demand.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
The manuscript presents a sufficient number of references (more than 25), ranging from fundamental theoretical texts (Box-Jenkins, Wei, Delurgio) to specific regional reports (ADB, IEA, ERIA). In terms of recency, approximately 40% of the sources date from the last five years (2019–2022), which is appropriate for the Myanmar context. However, the grade is not 5 due to the use of an unpublished master's thesis and the reliance on some institutional reports from 2012–2016 that may not reflect the most recent changes in the country's infrastructure.
	

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

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

	NO.
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