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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 makes a valuable contribution by quantifying the substantial productivity losses (6% decline per 1% increase in outages) caused by power unreliability in Sub-Saharan Africa, addressing a critical development challenge. Its methodological strength lies in employing a 2SLS approach to establish causality, overcoming endogeneity issues prevalent in prior research. The findings provide granular evidence on heterogeneous impacts across firm sizes and specific national contexts, informing targeted policy interventions. Ultimately, this work bridges empirical analysis with practical policy solutions for enhancing energy resilience and economic growth in the region.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is suitable as it accurately reflects the study's core focus (power outages' impact on firm productivity), specifies the regional context (Sub-Saharan Africa), and highlights the methodological contribution (2SLS approach). It effectively communicates the research scope and analytical strategy to the target audience.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is generally comprehensive but could benefit from minor additions. I suggest including the time period of data collection (2016, 2018, and 2023) and the sample size (931 firms) to provide important context. Additionally, specifying the exact productivity measure used (total annual sales per employee) would enhance methodological clarity. These additions would strengthen the abstract without making it overly lengthy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its core approach. The 2SLS methodology appropriately addresses endogeneity concerns, supported by a strong first-stage F-statistic (52.79) and robustness checks (e.g., heteroskedasticity-robust errors).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and recent, including key works from 2016–2025 (e.g., Aslam et al. 2025, Avordeh et al. 2024). However, two additions would strengthen the theoretical foundation:
1. Solow’s original 1956 paper (A Contribution to the Theory of Economic Growth) to anchor the growth model discussion.
2. Cobb & Douglas (1928) (A Theory of Production) for the production function framework.
These seminal works, though older, are essential for theoretical rigor in this context.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communications, demonstrating appropriate academic formality and technical precision. However, minor revisions would enhance clarity and flow:
1. Phrasing in Section 1.1 ("Due to this, we did an empirical analysis is to ascertain") should be restructured for grammatical correctness.
2. Some sentences (e.g., methodology description) are slightly verbose and could be more concise.
3. Consistency in terminology (e.g., "power outages" vs. "electricity unreliability") should be maintained throughout.
These adjustments would elevate the manuscript to publication-ready standards without altering its substantive contributions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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