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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 

 

- Based on the results, author may add main 

implications in Abstract part. 

 

-  Could author add more information about NERICA 

in Introduction part? Such as when did this variety 

first introduce? When did this project start?  

 

- Author should change the format of all table 

including title as Journal’s author guidelines. 

 

- Type of citation and reference is not correct as 

Journal guidelines.  Please revise carefully. For 

example, in the text, citations must be indicated by 

the reference number in bracket only [8]    

and should write in the order , for example line 73 

can be write as [9] instead of  “Battese [9]”, lines 77-

78 can be write as [10-14], line  86 can be write [6,18-

22]. In reference list, ordering number may not need 

bracket [ ]. There is inconsistence use of upper/lower 

case letters for the first letter of the main words of 

the journal titles. For consistency, I recommend 

revise all such letters to the lower case, except where 

they are proper noun, such as line 412 can be write “ 

Diako C, Sakyi-Dawson E, Bediako-Amoa B, Saalia FK, 

Manful JT. Consumer perceptions, knowledge and 

preference doe aromatic rice types in Ghana. Nature 

and Science. 2010;8(12):12-19.” 

 

- Below the tables may need sources and note.  I do 
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not understand sentences below Table 2 (254), Table 

3 (278-279), Table 4 (327-328).  Please revise them. 

 

- Table 1 may add columns of variable description, 

unit, and denotes. Even author wrote definition of 

some variables in Model Specification part (177-183) 

but I may think it is not suitable and enough 

information. Such as how to calculate other cost? 

Time to calculate? Unit of this variable?  

 

-  I may wonder about author’s chosen variables in 

cost inefficiency model. Does author have some 

explanations, suggestions from other researches?  

Why did author chose these variables? Did author try 

to analyse other variables such as membership of 

some group, extension services (only), credit access? 

 

- How many rice growing systems in study areas? 

Because in table 2, I saw frequency of 2 system is 

lower than 159 but the percentage is higher than 

100%. 

 

- Why did author wrote that “most of the NERICA 

farmers were operating farm sizes ranging from half 

of an arce to one arce” while Table 2 shows that 64% 

of the respondents had farm size ranging from 0.2 

hectares to 0.4 hectares? ( 260- 262) 

 

- Could author have some discussion and comparison 

in part 3.2 (297- 316)? 

 

- The numbers in parenthesis in Table 4 are mostly 

shown the standard error instead of t-ratio.  It is 

easier for reader if author add significant level for 

coefficients.  If possible, I may want to analyse and 
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check data for results in table 4. I wonder why t- ratio 

is too high.  

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

- Font style is not consistence, such as from line 7 to 

line 28, line 49 to line 56. 

- Could author change number of all sections and 

table? Such as “2.” instead of “2.0”as author 

guidelines.  

- Volt Region or Volta Region (94)? 

- Ref 4 (415) lacked information, the publisher is New 

Haven not “New” only. 

- Denotes “DF, DH” in Table 1 are not the same with 

denotes in Table 4. 

- “Data was” or “Data were” (94,105)?  

- Table 5 or Table 4 (330)? 

- 2.2 (109) may change to Analytical analysis instead 

of Data analysis? 

- Please look again equation 8! 

 

Optional/General comments 
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