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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.


	The manuscript tackles a timely question by linking regional integration to sustainable development in Africa. Regional integration is widely recognized as a key development strategy that can shape infrastructure coordination, inclusion, and resilience. By comparing ECOWAS and the EAC, the paper offers novel insights into how different integration models (security-oriented vs. trade/value-chain-oriented) affect development outcomes. This comparative angle is relevant given current priorities (AfCFTA, SDGs), and it adds value by synthesizing recent evidence on two major African blocs.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title accurately reflects the paper’s scope but is somewhat generic. It clearly names the two regional blocs and the theme, which is good, but it could emphasize the comparative or outcome aspect more.

For greater impact, consider focusing on “impact” or “outcomes”. For example: “Comparative Analysis of Regional Integration’s Sustainable Development Outcomes in ECOWAS and the East African Community.” These alternative stresses that the study compares integration effects on development in the two regions.


	

	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-aligned with the paper. It states the purpose, methods, main findings, and conclusions clearly. The structure (background, methods, results, conclusion) is appropriate.

However, it is quite detailed and lengthy. It might improve clarity by streamlining methodology descriptions (shorten the Boolean search details) and focusing on the key findings. For instance, highlight the principal contrasts (EAC’s trade/value‐chain gains vs. ECOWAS’s energy/security role) and their development implications.

If possible, make the implications more explicit. The abstract mentions “meaningful regional development” but could also briefly indicate recommended policy or future research directions to strengthen impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Methodology: The qualitative comparative review is appropriate for this topic. The use of a structured literature search is sound, but the paper should clarify selection criteria and scope (number of sources, inclusion/exclusion). Providing a flowchart or summary of the review process could improve transparency.

Logical Coherence: The paper is logically organized (impediments, trade, value chains, institutions, sectors). Arguments are generally well-supported by citations. The emphasis on implementation, institutions, and enforcement is justified by the literature. No obvious factual errors were found.

Conceptual Gaps: The concept of “sustainable development” is treated broadly, but the analysis focuses mainly on economic integration (trade, value chains) and governance. The social and environmental dimensions receive less attention. If data allow, explicitly discussing environmental outcomes (renewable energy projects, climate resilience) and social impacts (poverty reduction, equality) would strengthen the sustainability perspective.

Limitations: Since this is a literature synthesis, it cannot produce new empirical results or causal claims. This is acknowledged, but readers would benefit from a brief limitation statement (reliance on secondary sources, possible publication bias). No unsupported claims were noted; key assertions (“EAC shows greater trade facilitation progress”) are backed by references.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and up-to-date, with many sources from 2023–2025. It includes relevant studies on ECOWAS/EAC integration, trade, and institutions.

It may be beneficial to ensure inclusion of key policy documents or reports ( . African Union or UNECA analyses, AfDB/World Bank reports on integration) to contextualize the discussion. Also, verify that seminal works on African regionalism and sustainable development (perhaps older classics or recent AfCFTA studies) are not overlooked.

Most citations are peer-reviewed articles, which is good. A few theses or working papers ( . Kidane 2018) are used; it may be preferable to cite journal publications when available. Overall, the references are relevant and sufficiently recent, though adding any missing influential works would strengthen the literature grounding.


	

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


	The language is generally clear, formal, and suitable for a scholarly article. Grammar and vocabulary meet academic standards. No major spelling or syntax errors are apparent.

Some sentences are rather long and complex. Shortening a few long sentences (especially in the introduction and abstract) would improve readability. For example, split compound sentences into simpler ones to aid comprehension.

Terminology is consistent (using “member states”, “integration agenda” uniformly). A final proofreading is recommended to catch any minor issues (such as punctuation or stylistic consistency) before submission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Additional Suggestions

Comparative Summary: A table or figure summarizing the key differences and similarities between ECOWAS and EAC (on trade performance, institutional features, sectoral focus) could help readers quickly grasp the comparative findings.

Policy Context: Explicitly linking conclusions to broader agendas (like the AfCFTA, Agenda 2063, or specific SDG targets) could enhance the paper’s relevance. For instance, mention how lessons from ECOWAS/EAC might inform continental strategies.
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