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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.
	
	


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
	Recommended Rating: 4 = Good
Justification

The title is clear, relevant, and consistent with the scope of the review. It effectively conveys the manuscript's focus on renewable energy and India's clean energy transition. However, since the paper also discusses policy frameworks, sector-wise developments, challenges, and future prospects, the title could be made more specific to better reflect the breadth of the review. Overall, the title is appropriate and informative.
	

	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
	Recommended Rating: 4 = Good
Justification

The abstract provides relevant background on India's growing energy demand and the importance of renewable energy in achieving a sustainable energy future. It also identifies the major renewable energy sources covered in the review. However, the abstract is primarily descriptive and lacks a concise summary of the main findings, key trends, policy insights, and critical challenges discussed in the manuscript. Including specific quantitative information, major conclusions, and the unique contribution of the review would significantly strengthen the abstract and improve its informativeness for readers.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Recommended Rating: 4 = Good
Justification

The keywords are somewhat broad. Including more specific terms such as solar energy, wind energy, energy policy, or clean energy transition could improve discoverability and indexing.
	

	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
	Recommended Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

Justification

The introduction provides adequate background on India's energy scenario and the importance of renewable energy. However, the literature review is limited, the research gap is not clearly identified, and the objectives could be presented more systematically. Improved organization and a stronger critical review of recent studies would strengthen the background section.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Recommended Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement

Justification

The objectives are mentioned in the Introduction; however, they are not clearly formulated as specific research objectives. The paper would benefit from a dedicated objective statement or a separate section clearly outlining the scope and purpose of the review.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Recommended Rating: 4 = Good
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Recommended Rating:  4 = Good
	

	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
	Recommended Rating: 1 = Poor
	

	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
	Recommended Rating: 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
	Recommended Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Recommended Rating: 4 = Good
	

	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
	Recommended Rating: 1 = Poor
	

	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
	Recommended Rating: 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
	Recommended Rating: 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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: NO
Several data sources, statistics, and policy statements require verification and updating. The manuscript should improve scientific rigor by critically analyzing renewable energy trends rather than primarily presenting descriptive information and compiled statistics.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: NO
The manuscript should include more recent peer-reviewed journal articles (2023–2025). Several references are outdated, incomplete, derived from secondary sources (e.g., Wikipedia), or contain missing publication years and citation inconsistencies.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Answer: YES
Details of ethical issues:
· The manuscript contains multiple references with missing publication years and incomplete bibliographic information. 

· Several citations rely on Wikipedia and other non-scholarly sources, which are generally unsuitable as primary references in scientific review articles. 

· There are noticeable inconsistencies between some cited sources and the presented data, requiring verification to ensure accuracy and proper attribution. 

Note: No obvious plagiarism, data fabrication, or human/animal ethics concerns are evident from the manuscript itself, but reference quality and source verification require attention.
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