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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 paper examines the readiness of policies for manufacturing decarbonization in the ASEAN region. The discussion helps in understanding the challenges of industrial transition and facilitates cross-country comparisons for the development of regional policies. However, the paper requires further clarification regarding its methodology, the provision of traceable data sources, and the alignment of its conclusions with the evidence analyzed.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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 research objectives/hypotheses 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 and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. 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.

	The title effectively describes the research topic. To clarify the significance of 2045 and 2025, the phrase ‘post-Vision 2045 era’ could be replaced with an expression that denotes the period following the adoption of Vision 2045.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract covers the objectives, approach, and key findings. Please correct the reference to Singapore’s carbon tax from USD 45 to S$45. If possible, also include a brief note regarding the countries covered and the basis for policy comparison, so that readers can more easily understand the scope of the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	It is not yet in its final form. There are five points that require attention:
a) The basis for assessing readiness is not sufficiently clear. The authors employ dimensions such as policy ambition, implementation capacity, and structural barriers; however, the evidence or indicators used to evaluate each of these dimensions remain undefined. For instance, the existence of regulations may signify formal commitment, but it does not, in itself, confirm the availability of funding, operational personnel, an MRV (monitoring, reporting, and verification) system, or corporate compliance.
b) The selection of countries and documents lacks sufficient explanation. The methodology primarily references national sources for four countries, yet the comparison table includes six. The authors should clarify the rationale behind the country selection, the specific sources used for each, and the data cut-off date. This is essential for readers to evaluate the validity of the comparison.
c) Certain concepts and data periods require further distinction. The term “ETS (IDX Carbon)” needs clarification, as an emissions trading system (ETS) and a carbon credit exchange serve different functions. While exchange transaction data may be utilized, its relevance to an ETS readiness assessment must be explicitly explained. Furthermore, the timeframes for transaction figures should be standardized; the phrase “up to July 2026” could imply a cumulative total, whereas “January–July 2026” denotes a specific period. While this does not necessarily mean the figures are incorrect, it renders their meaning ambiguous.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	a. “The analysis is structured around three dimensions derived from the policy literature on decarbonization governance:” In Section 3.3, the author states that the three dimensions of analysis are derived from the literature on decarbonization governance. However, the sources underlying the selection of these dimensions have not been cited. Please include relevant references and clarify whether this framework was adopted, adapted, or developed through a synthesis of multiple sources. This explanation is necessary to ensure that the basis for the research analysis is clear.
b. “Indonesia has the most developed ETS infrastructure but limited transaction volumes (detikFinance, 2026).” In Section 5.2, the sentence regarding Indonesia contains a claim about the level of development of its ETS infrastructure and limitations on transaction volume. Regarding the term "the most developed," please clarify the basis for this comparison or use a more qualified phrasing that aligns with the available evidence.
	

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

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

	No specific ethical issues can be identified based on the information provided in the manuscript. The research utilizes public documents and does not report the involvement of human participants.
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