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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 
 

General comments 
The manuscript's theme is interesting. However, I have 
some concerns about the manuscript: 
 
1) The structure of the manuscript must be improved in 
accordance with the conventional structure of a 
scientific article (introduction, material and methods, 
results / discussion, conclusions and references). The 
structure is fragmented, clashing of international 
standard. 
2) The objectives of the manuscript are simpletons and 
the research problem seems very predictable. This 
makes little exciting manuscript. It is not clear the 
novelty of the findings. Authors should clarify the 
reasons for the study. What were the initial hypothesis? 
What are the implications of the findings? 
3) The results are presented, but there is no discussion 
of the data. The authors do not explain the findings, 
either connect the characteristics of the respondents. 
There is a very simplistic description of the findings. 
4) It is necessary to draw up a thorough discussion of 
the results. Otherwise, the manuscript appears very 
simple and does not contribute to the advancement of 
knowledge of the area. 
I do not recommend 3D figures in graphics. The titles of 
the figures should be improved. All figures should be 
self-explanatory. The X and Y axes of the graphics 
should be named. There are too many numbers in 
Figure 2 which supercharges the figure. 
5) The conclusions should be rewritten. There is 

The suggestions are well noted. The necessary 
corrections and updates have been effected. 
 
The data on annual yields are certified data 
from statistical and research department of the 
Ministry of Food and Agriculture. The issues 
addressed in this paper are what pertaining in 
the study area. The paper has gone through 
the ethical processes of the Ministry. The 
authors also employed the ethics of conducting 
academic research. Author 2 is a member of 
academic and research committee of 
Presbterian University College, Ghana, this 
paper has passed through this body. It is 
based on this that the paper has been 
submitted to the above named journal for peer 
review and publication.  
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difference between conclusions and summary of the 
results. The authors present a summary of the results 
and not conclusions. Conclusions are more general 
and require further reflection on the results. 
 
Thus, considering these aspects, the paper should 
prioritize the publication of more original studies and 
better structured. 
 
Authors should clarify whether the study was approved 
by an ethics committee 

Minor  REVISION comments  
 

 

Optional /General  comments   
 
 


