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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 focus on the interaction between technology adoption and market understanding enterprise development. The findings offer empirical evidence that could inform policy aimed at strengthening rural economies and value chains. The study contributes to the literature by applying a composite index and multiple quantitative methods to a specific, under- studied context.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It clearly states the key themes: technology adoption, market access, and income performance, along with the geographical focus
	

	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, summarizing the key objectives, methods, results, and recommendations. It effectively highlights the main quantitative findings. No additions or deletions are suggested.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in theory but problematic in its execution and reporting.
Major Issues: 
1. Model Specification & Results: The GLM results in Table 5 are the core of the paper, but they lack essential information. What is the link function and family distribution used for the GLM? The pseudo R² value of 0.598is reported, but the type (e.g., McFadden, Cox & Snell) is not specified. This omission makes it difficult to assess the model's true fit.  
2. Inconsistency in Analysis: The stated objective (v) is to test the "Effect of Technology Adoption on Market Access" using a binary logistic regression. However, the manuscript already presents the superior GLM (Table 5) that includes all technology variables. The logistic regression results are not presented, making the methodology section appear redundant and raising questions about which analysis was actually performed. The authors should present only one,well-justified model.
3. Index Construction: The Market Access Index (MAI) is crucial to the study. However, the weights (Wᵢ) used to create the weighted average in Table 4 are not explained. Were they based on expert opinion, literature, or a data- driven method like Principal Component Analysis (PCA)? This lack of transparency weakens the validity of the MAI. 
4. Presentation of Results: The coefficient for MAI in the income regression (Table 6) is reported as ₦7,850. It is unclear how to interpret this magnitude. Is this the increase in income for a one-unit increase in the MAI (which is an index value between 0 and 1)? This interpretation should be clearly stated.
Minor Issues:
- The title of Table 2 should refer to "Edo State, Nigeria"rather than "South-South Nigeria."
- In Table 3, the Likert scale for "Ease of Selling Products"has a confusing label. It shows (1-2) as "Difficult/VeryDifficult" but then (3-4) as "Easy/Very Easy," which skips aneutral category. It is also unclear why the mean score is 3.5 if a score of 4 is the maximum for "Easy." 
- The citation "Okorji, E. C. (2017)" is listed in the references but is not cited in the main text.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and generally recent. They provide a good foundation for the literature review. However, there is a critical self-citation issue. At least six of the cited works appear to be from other papers by the same author(s),  excessive and may skew the literature review. The authors should replace some of these with more diverse, external sources to demonstrate a broader command of the field. The references are otherwise sufficient.
	

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


	The language and English quality are suitable and of a scholarly standard. The manuscript is well-written, clear, and  easy to follow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a valuable piece of empirical research. The main issues are not with the core ideas but with the transparency and accuracy of the methodological reporting. Addressing the major issues regarding model specification, index construction, and the inconsistency in the stated objectives will significantly strengthen the paper. The conclusions are well-aligned with the findings and provide useful policy direction. I recommend a major revision to allow the authors to clarify and correct these critical points. 
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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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