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	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 timely and valuable contribution to the literature on corporate sustainability (CS) in emerging economies. Its importance lies in its multi-sector focus within Nigeria, a context that is critically under-researched compared to developed markets. The study introduces novelty by employing Market Value Added (MVA) as a distinct measure of firm value, moving beyond conventional metrics like Tobin's Q. Furthermore, the methodology of content analysis that differentiates between quantitative and qualitative disclosures provides a more nuanced understanding of the "richness" of sustainability reporting, offering significant insights into which specific types of CS disclosures are valued by the market.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, concise, and accurately reflects the manuscript's content and scope.


	

	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 largely comprehensive but can be improved. It should explicitly mention the country context (Nigeria) earlier for immediate clarity. The conclusion could be strengthened by briefly stating the core practical implication of the findings, rather than just restating the results. For example, a sentence on what these findings mean for managers in similar emerging markets would be impactful.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its core design. The application of panel data analysis and the Generalized Method of Moments (GMM) is generally appropriate. However, a significant concern is the lack of methodological transparency. The content analysis, which forms the basis of the key independent variables, is not sufficiently detailed. The list of the 25 specific CS aspects (4 economic, 8 environmental, 13 social) analyzed is not provided, which hampers reproducibility. Additionally, the justification for using GMM based solely on non-normality is not the strongest rationale; its primary strength in addressing endogeneity and dynamic panel bias should be more clearly articulated.


	

	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 include a good mix of foundational and recent works, demonstrating a solid grasp of the literature. They adequately cover studies from both developed and developing contexts.


	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication but requires thorough proofreading. There are instances of grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetition (e.g., frequent use of "Hence," to start sentences). Examples include: "The study's outcome x-rays a pleasant effect" (should be "reveals a positive effect") and "remnant sections" (should be "remaining sections"). Professional editing is recommended to enhance clarity and readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a promising study with a strong conceptual foundation. The discussion of results is good but could be deepened by exploring the contextual "why" behind the findings—for instance, why environmental reporting might be negatively perceived in the Nigerian market (e.g., viewed as a cost, weak regulatory enforcement, investor priorities). The "Conclusion and Policy Implications" section is currently brief and should be expanded to provide more concrete guidance for managers and policymakers.

the manuscript has a strong foundational idea and executes several aspects well, but  they involve enhancing methodological rigor, deepening the intellectual contribution, and improving the clarity of communication. Once these issues are resolved, this paper has the potential to be a strong contribution to the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	This is a promising study with a strong conceptual foundation. The discussion of results is good but could be deepened by exploring the contextual "why" behind the findings—for instance, why environmental reporting might be negatively perceived in the Nigerian market (e.g., viewed as a cost, weak regulatory enforcement, investor priorities). The "Conclusion and Policy Implications" section is currently brief and should be expanded to provide more concrete guidance for managers and policymakers.
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