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PART 1 (Importance of the paper) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this paper for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	This paper addresses an important and timely topic related to farm input access among arable crop farmers in South-South Nigeria. The study provides valuable empirical evidence that can support policy formulation aimed at improving agricultural productivity and rural livelihoods. The relatively large sample size, appropriate analytical approach, and practical recommendations enhance the relevance of the study. With some minor improvements in methodological clarification and discussion, the paper has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the literature on agricultural development and farm input accessibility
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Paper and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the content of the study.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The abstract provides a good summary of the study. It may be further strengthened by briefly describing how farm input access was measured and highlighting the practical significance of the findings.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The selected keywords are appropriate and will assist readers in identifying the article.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The introduction provides useful background information. Including a few more recent studies and further emphasizing the research gap would strengthen the rationale for the study.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The objectives and hypothesis are clearly stated and are well aligned with the study design.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The literature review is relevant and adequately supports the study. Adding a few recent publications would further enhance its currency and depth.
	


	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The methodology is appropriate and clearly described. Additional clarification on the construction of the binary dependent variable and reporting of model diagnostics would further improve the transparency of the analysis.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The paper would benefit from including a brief statement regarding informed consent, confidentiality, and ethical approval (where applicable).
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The results are presented in a logical and understandable manner. Including odds ratios and confidence intervals for the logistic regression model would make the findings easier to interpret.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5
The tables are clear, relevant, and effectively support the presentation of the results.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The discussion relates the findings to previous studies. Expanding the interpretation of some key findings would further strengthen this section.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The conclusions are consistent with the findings and appropriately summarize the major outcomes of the study.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The study limitations are clearly acknowledged, which improves the transparency and credibility of the research.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The references are relevant and appropriate. Including a few more recent studies would further strengthen the paper.
	

	15. Is the paper written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The paper is generally well written. A minor language edit would further improve readability and sentence flow.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
The title accurately reflects the objectives and scope of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
It provides a concise summary of the study. A brief description of the measurement of farm input access would make it even more informative.
	

	Is the paper scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The research design and analytical methods are appropriate. Some additional methodological clarification would further enhance the scientific quality of the paper
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
The references adequately support the study. Adding a few more recent publications would improve the literature review and discussion.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this paper?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
No ethical concerns were identified. However, the authors are encouraged to include a brief ethics statement describing informed consent and confidentiality procedures.
	



Reviewer details:

Babasaheb Dnyandeo Patil, Institute of Management IMRDA, Sangli, MS, India
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