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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is important because it highlights how social media can support young people in agricultural marketing, especially in poultry egg businesses. The study gives useful insights into the challenges youths face in using digital platforms and shows how tools like Facebook and WhatsApp can improve sales and communication with customers. It also adds valuable knowledge about youth participation, digital adoption, and agricultural development in South-East Nigeria. The findings can help researchers, policymakers, and agricultural stakeholders develop better strategies to encourage technology use, improve marketing systems, and create more opportunities for young farmers.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear, relevant, and closely connected to the objectives of the study. It clearly identifies the main variables, target group, and study location. However, the title could be made slightly shorter and more concise for better readability and stronger academic impact.

	

	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 Good 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant and useful because they reflect the main themes of the study, including social media marketing, poultry egg marketing, youth participation, and digital adoption. They help readers and researchers easily understand the focus of the manuscript and improve search visibility. A few keywords could be simplified or reduced to avoid overlap and improve clarity.
	

	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
	It is 3 satisfactory
	

	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
	Yes it is clearly stated
	

	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
	Yea we can accommodate the review of the literature 
	

	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
	Some other tools also could be used .But it is okay 3 satisfactory 
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The study clearly addressed ethical issues and received proper ethical approval. Respondents gave informed consent before participating in the research. The manuscript also explained that privacy and confidentiality were maintained throughout the study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 satisfactory. The findings are easy to understand and are linked well with the objectives of the study.  However, some sections could be shortened and simplified to improve readability.
	

	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


	The tables are relevant and support the findings of the study effectively.
They are mostly clear and necessary for understanding the results.
However, some tables are lengthy and could be simplified for better readability and presentation. 4 Good 
	

	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 good .The discussion relates the findings well with previous studies and existing literature.
Relevant references were used to support the results and interpretations. However, the discussion could include more critical analysis and deeper comparison with recent studies to strengthen the academic contribution.
	

	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
	Yes 3 satisfactory 
	

	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
	The study indirectly reflects some limitations, such as low social media usage and limited digital skills among respondents.
However, the limitations were not clearly discussed in a separate section. 3 satisfactory
	

	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
	Yes 3 satisfactory
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes 4 good 
	




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 is suitable.
The title clearly reflects the main focus, target group, and study area of the research.
However, it could be made slightly shorter and more concise to improve readability and academic appeal.
	

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

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	Yes satisfactory
	

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

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

	no
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Recommendation: Minor Revision
The study is well organized and supported with relevant literature and statistical analysis. However, minor improvements are needed in language clarity, discussion depth, presentation of tables, and inclusion of a separate limitations section.
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