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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This paper is very important for the scientific community as “the study analyzes the spatial location, layout, and design of market spaces in Bamenda, highlighting their implications for access among diverse user groups and management challenges faced by market participants”. It gives a specific overview in the context of Cameroon, a central Africa country. So, it provides an interesting contribution in the field of geography to understand more on the question of Spatial Configuration of Market Spaces according to the case study of their Accessibility and Management Challenges in Bamenda City.
We appreciate this research and contribution to disseminate knowledge in the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes
The methods miss some details on the observation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript is globally scientifically correct. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It is an interesting paper with many cited references.
But, there are some incoherence:

· The references in the text don’t use the appropriate citation format related to the APA norm. There are incoherence on the citation format in the text: For example,  Eff and Jensen (2007) and  Dmytrów, K., & Bieszk-Stolorz, B., 2021. Check all please.
· Missing reference in the text (Handisman) 
I would suggest most references from last 5 years if possible , or last 10 years. 


	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Thanks for the submission of this interesting paper.

As humans works are never perfect, we give some ideas to improve the quality of your paper.

Abstract: 
Clarify the research design and tools. The observation is missing 

Introduction: 
Mostly clear. Yet, what is the research question? The aim is also missing while it is mentioned in the abstract: “This study analyzes the spatial location, layout, and design of market spaces in Bamenda, highlighting their implications for access among diverse user groups and management challenges faced by market participants.” 
Methods and material:

Inclusion/ exclusion criteria’s according to the research scope are required. Also, give details on the reliability, validity and replicability of this approach in other studies. So, it is important to add references on the research design choice and connect them with other researchers’ methods to justify your approach.

Data analysis approach is not very clear

I would suggest to add subsections:
· Site description
· Research design

· Sample and sampling

· Data collection

· Data analysis
Results and Discussion:
Many results are presented. Yet, none discussion connecting the findings with other scientific papers for a clear academic implication. The lack of references to support findings evidence and discussion affects the quality of the paper. 
In a scientific perspective, it is important to create the bridge between current findings and past publications in the field to support the validity and quality of your research.
It would be useful to revise according to the comments in the paper and to add a discussion to support your findings.
Recommendations: 
The research is a continuity based on previous research contributions. So, it is important to connect the recommendations with past or current effective solutions from various similar context. Therefore, the scientific paper become a dialogue with different sources to support the viability and reliability of the recommendations for the local and global context.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
	

	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”    
“I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8
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