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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The study choose only 53 sample in three district is this enough, where in other 

papers the authors takes 200 samples in Uganda.  
2. Line 25 the word “reference” what does it mean? 
3. The equation should be written in the equation form. 
4. Symbols definitions after the equation may be grouped in one paragraph. 
5. Depreciation of fixed cost equation has no number. 
6. Discount factor equation is incorrect please check the equation. 
7. The references start from [11] in the introduction, it should be rearranged and start 

from [1]. 
8. Line “88” model specification; what is that title or subtitle or what, it should take a 

number. 
9. Section 2.3; where is 2.1and 2.2? 
10. Section 3; there is no need to 3.1 results subtitle. 
11. Line “143” socio- economic has different style form in the paper please checked. 
12. The sentence after table 1 what does it meant? 
13. table 4 are not clear; it should using only one currency 
14. Section “4.0” needs correction. 
15. Conclusion is section 5 not 4. 
16. References 3, 4, 13, 19, 20, 21, 22 should be corrected. 
17. Language and grammars should be checked in many places. 
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