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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic that contributes to understanding how logistics frictions and security-related disruptions shape retail product availability in ECOWAS countries. The topic is relevant for policymakers, development institutions, and supply-chain researchers who are increasingly concerned about vulnerability of trade corridors in developing regions. By incorporating a moderation framework and robust panel econometric techniques, the study provides evidence-based insights into how logistics cost pressures affect product availability over a long historical period. The findings may guide regional integration policies and trade facilitation reforms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally accurate and reflects the core variables and methodological approach. However, a more concise alternative could be:
“Assessing Whether Security Shocks Moderate the Logistics Cost–Product Availability Relationship in ECOWAS (1980–2024)”
This phrasing clarifies that the study tests whether moderation exists.
	

	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, clearly states the motivation, dataset, methodology, and results.
Suggested improvements:

- Include 1 sentence to clarify that the interaction term was not statistically significant, reinforcing the conclusion.

- Reduce repetition of “logistics cost pressure” to improve readability.

- Specify the source of data (World Bank, UCDP, START) more explicitly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The theoretical development is consistent with the supply-chain and conflict-economics literature. The econometric approach (two-way FE, RE, IV-FE, dynamic FE, Driscoll–Kraay SE, threshold/quantile discussion) is appropriate for macro-panel data and well justified.
However, some methodological clarifications are needed:

- The measurement and construction of the security shock variable should be explained more thoroughly (merging conflict + terrorism indicators).

- The authors should justify why the moderation effect may fail to appear in a linear model and consider discussing possible nonlinear or threshold dynamics.

- Data sources and preprocessing steps should be stated more transparently.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally adequate, recent, and relevant. Many key studies in logistics, conflict, and panel econometrics are included.
Suggested additions:

- Recent work on supply-chain fragility under conflict and political instability in emerging markets.

- Additional ECOWAS-specific studies on trade corridor performance.
	

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


	Overall, the writing is clear and understandable. However, some sections (particularly the Literature Review) are overly dense and could be simplified. Minor grammatical revisions and stylistic tightening would enhance clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures and tables should be formatted according to journal guidelines.

The discussion section could further elaborate on why security shocks do not show a significant moderating effect despite strong theoretical motivation.

Policy implications are relevant but could benefit from more specific recommendations tailored to ECOWAS institutional structures.
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