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	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 addresses a significant and underexplored area in development economics and public policy—specifically the empirical evaluation of local government-led economic empowerment schemes in Tanzania. By focusing on two distinct regions (Arusha and Mara), it provides valuable comparative insights into the effectiveness of revolving loan programs for women, youth, and persons with disabilities (PWDs). The research employs robust quantitative methods (e.g., ROI, BCR, NPM), making a meaningful contribution to evidence-based policymaking. The paper is particularly relevant for scholars, policymakers, and practitioners aiming to optimize public financing mechanisms for inclusive economic development in Sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and informative. It clearly reflects the geographic scope (Mara and Arusha), the focus (economic performance), and the context (economic empowerment schemes).

Suggested Alternative (if brevity is preferred):
“Economic Performance of Enterprises Under Empowerment Schemes in Tanzania: Comparative Insights from Mara and Arusha”
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. It covers the purpose, methodology, key findings, and policy implications effectively.

Suggestions for improvement:
Consider shortening the abstract slightly to improve readability, ideally keeping it under 300 words.

Highlight key quantitative findings more explicitly (e.g., specific ROI or BCR figures) for added clarity.

The final sentence could be refined for impact, e.g.:
“Post-loan support, including market linkages and training, is essential to sustain growth and reduce regional disparities in economic outcomes.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. It uses appropriate methods such as Net Profit Margin, Return on Investment, and Benefit-Cost Ratio to assess enterprise viability. The sampling approach is well explained, and the comparative regional analysis is both detailed and insightful. The results are contextualized with relevant literature, which strengthens the credibility of the findings.

However, the following points require attention:

Some sections could be more concise, especially the discussion of results.

The paper would benefit from stronger visual summaries (e.g., charts/figures) of key comparisons.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient and relevant, covering key theoretical and empirical literature on microfinance, economic empowerment, and development policy. However:

A few recent (post-2020) sources are included, but more current references, especially on post-COVID-19 impacts on microenterprises or empowerment schemes in Africa, could further enhance the discussion.

Consider citing additional region-specific studies or evaluations from East Africa to increase regional contextual depth.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear and professional English, with good use of technical terminology. It is largely suitable for scholarly communication.

Minor improvements suggested:
Eliminate occasional wordiness and redundancies.

Improve consistency in formatting (e.g., use of TZS, decimal points).

Consider a professional proofreading pass to polish grammar and flow.
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