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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

In line 158, the total number of respondents that
provided the data on marital status was 84 and not
87 as presented in the total

Lines 193 to 197 stated that according to
Umoh(2006), urban farming may not be only for
satisfying the household’s food need or subsistence.
The farmers may be interested in selling their
outputs to raise income. Thus, the farmers like any
other entrepreneur would be interested in the
profitability of the farm enterprise. For this reason,
efforts were made to determine the cost associated
with urban farming and also revenue that accrues to
the farmers’ efforts.

Reading through the manuscript from introduction
to this point, there was no argument or discussion on
urban farming; I do not see any reason for the
introduction of this topic at this point in the
manuscript.

The data presented in table 2, did not indicate the
period of time or the size of the farm where the
respondents generated the revenue and incurred the
cost presented in the table.

1. The authors agree with the
reviewers comments on line 158
and have affected the corrections

2. Reviewer's comments on line 193
197 have been addressed
sufficiently.

3. The data in table 2 and related
issues have been treated.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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