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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1. The article is overall very well written. I even find it strange how well written it generally 
is. 

2. Despite the English being very good, some sentences are too long. A few times the 
punctuation is misplaced or missing. 

3. Despite the structure being good and clear, it is a copy-past from a thesis, and not the 
structure of a scientific article to be published in a journal. In fact, I even red a sentence 
stating "in this chapter...", which clearly shows that the authors copy-pasted from a thesis (I 
hope at least a thesis of their own and not someone else's). Submitting to scientific journals 
demands more care and dedication. 

4. Another example of the point above is the dissertation on alternative methods as 
econometrics and time-series. Although its reading was interesting, it was absolutely 
irrelevant for this article and its findings. 

5. The explanation on regression analysis was excessively detailed. This work is about the 
application of regression analysis to study a subject. The core of the work should be the 
subject and not the regression analysis. The methods section felt like a textbook on 
regression analysis. But for that we do have actual textbooks. 

6. One thing missing from the methods is a clear presentation of the dependent and 
independent variables. 

7. After the methods, the remaining work widely underachieved. The results are only one 
regression. There is no Discussion at all and instead only a few lines of Conclusions. I have 
never red a work published in these terms. And what are the findings? Only that electricity 
consumption is proportional to the number of consumers! I guess the same way as the 
amount of gasoline consumed by a car is proportional to the amount of miles driven. It 
seems pretty obvious and not worth publishing an article to state something so obvious. 
But I may have skipped something that makes it worth reading for the specialized 
audience. 

I suggest that the authors consider my comments and review at least some of these 
aspects. 
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