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Needs to clearly state the gap: Not clear on which gap—Is it literature gap?

The paper seems to have a number of objectives apart from drivers and needs to be
clearly captured in the abstract as stipulated some parts of the document- 1) “the
deviations between previous official forecasts and actual is significant putting into
question the official forecast assumptions and further necessitating the need to
provide an alternative method to supplement the existing official demand
forecasting method”

2) The article also contributed to literature by examining the effects of supply side
constraints on the demand

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 35
mistakes in this article. ’

The paper needs to be edited. For instance the abstract: Commercial and industrial
consumers are the largest electricity consumers in Kenya contributing to over 70%
of the electricity demand. Despite their importance in driving electricity demand,
there is a gap on the drivers of commercial and industrial electricity demand. The
paper used ecenometrie-method-of-ARDL and time series data from 1985 to 2016 to
estimate and forecast the drivers of commercial and industrial demand for
electricity in Kenya. The results indicated that commercial and industrial
consumers electrtczty demand is income elastic. Other drivers include efficiency,
electricity price and hydro inflows-as-a-proxy-for-supply-side-constraints. A forecast
of the demand indicated the official demand forecast for commercial and industrial
consumers could be overstated and may need to be reviewed.

Estimates of elasticity of demand for commercial and industrial electricity are
variedvary

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

* ARDL has the advantage of working with small samples (Belloumi, 2014)
and stationary and nonstationary data (Pesaran, Shin and Smith, 2001).-
While this statement is authenticated it is not true.. This is because while
ARDL is used to test for cointegration using bounds test (1(0) & I(1) data, it
does not necessarily mean it can be used to run both stationary and
nonstationary data without testing for cointegration--- It is used stand alone
as an estimation method. No 2. ARDL has lags and its not clear how it has
the advantage of working with small samples—My presumption would be
that the statement was made on the bounds test and not on the estimation
method and so this needs to be differentiated.

* Since forecasting is one of the objectives, the author needs to state within the
methodology the method used to do forecasting, the assumption is that ARDL
is used yet it's not stated

*  On Diagnostic tests: I would refer the candidate to Enders, W. (latest),
Apl donat ¢ Tire8 ig thhlin , dh WeadSs
York—From page 206.. Under the column variable, the candidate ought to
choose the best parsimonius model guided by the Schwarz Bayesian
Criterion /Alkaike Infornation Criterion and report the results for the chosen
model only.-Either with both intercept and trend, with intercept or without
both intercept and trend. — This part neds to be revisited and written
appropriately-The same comment goes for cointegration test




*  ThAuhrads ochoehebsmdbf congd n bfis
choosing either the model with no intercept and trend, intercept and no
trend, or intercept with trend. Once the correct model is chosen, various
diagnostic tests should be carried out to test for its viability (Auto-
correlation, Normality, Specification, Heteroskedasticity, stability tests)
which paper appear after cointegration test and not before as required. The
essence is to ensure only the parsimonious model is used to carry out the
cointegration test.

e Lag 2 was selected because lag lengths above 3 reduced degrees of
freedom”.. This needs clarification, all lag lengths reduce degrees of
freedom,, On the same vein, lag lengths are selected using diagnostic tests
and not on reducing degrees. And so, this needs to be clarified

* The author needs to state the percentages used for the scenarios : “Three
scenarios were considered in line with the official government forecasts
namely low, base and high scenarios.”

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain 4
errors.

Only a few grammatical errors as stated above

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 4
supported by the content.

Okey,

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

Quite a number are old yet much has been done on the same

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed X

Return for major revision and resubmission

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

* Include the forecasting objective even in the conclusion since it seems key
from the topic but within the context not given much emphasis-From LR,
methodology and conclusion

*  The methodology for forecasting is not stated.

* The part on Diagnostic and cointegration tests needs to be redone and
reported in a standard way-This might not change the conclusions earlier
obtained.:

* The statement “They are also the highest consumers of electrical energy at




70% of total energy consumed in the country. This is despite their number of
customers accounting for less than 10% of the total connections (Lahmeyer,
International GmbH, 2016).” This being one of the statements supporting the
research gap, How is it related to drivers of demand—It is clear the number of
connections are very few—which can make consumption low any way---Needs
to clear up this

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

The author needs to ensure the diagnostic tests are re done and
reported in a standard way, forecasting objective handled and
reported systematically. The paper is very good and contributes to
the literature . Kindly note that the article should be published once
the corrections are implemented as much as the recommendation is
accepting
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