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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

Please, extend the introduction with some word wide data on
honey production (what is the share of Africa?)

What the lector is missing: clear declaration of the aim of the
paper and the hypothesis .

The explanation of the results must be strengthened , giving
the figures is not enough. (That is true for all tables, though the
calculations, outcomes are good!)

Economic viability analyses: should be extended wit h some
comments on breakeven point, farm size.

Chapter 3 is too short (real discussion is missing!) — must be
extended .

Minor REVISION
comments

Suggested to find other keywords (not those from the title).
Figures: better will be to show the lines on the spider plot
diagrams.

Wider international literature background on the world’s honey
production and some references of methodology will strengthen
the value of the paper.

Optional /General
comments

The paper is a relatively good one, taking into consideration the
number of the case studies, the period of the evaluation.

The quality of the paper must be increased by clarifying the aims,
methods, by real discussion of the got results
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