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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 Abstract: The abstract is only a one paragraph page andshould not be in sub-sections as it is.
Introduction: The sources of the claim in lines 19 to 22should be indicated. More importantly, the openingparagraph should address the issue of urban householdfood supply shortages that have led to urban food cropfarming households. Lines 49 to 69 should be moved tostart the introduction, starting from Agriculture…..
Numbering of authors, opinions: The numbering ofopinions of scholars should be superscript and shouldappear at the end of the opinion. Moreover, author namescannot be substituted with numbers.
Literature Review: The review needs to have aconceptual framework. There is the need to have morereview on urban household crop farming and foodsecurity. What has been done is merely reference to thework of others in this area as support for this study.
Data for the study: There is the need to present the datayou want to analyse. The sequence is data presentation,data analysis, and interpretation of results.
Results and Discussion: There is the need to state thetest criteria before evaluation of the results.
Conclusion: Line 347 is wrong 47.5% is not greater than52.5%. More importantly, the findings of the study havenot been indicated anywhere.
Recommendations: The recommendations do notderive from the findings because there are no findings.The first one is out of point because nothing suggests thatfamily size is the cause of food insecurity. In any case, it
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could also be in favour of food production for the family ifit is properly utilized.The second recommendation could not have been sobecause urban crop farming by households as posited bythis study is more of a coping strategy. i.e. a means tosupport the main means of livelihood of the family.

Minor REVISION comments Corrections: Line 162 “carry should be carried”, line 220“profile” should be substituted with appropriate word,line 239 “present  should be presents and describeshould be described”, line 240 “efficacy should bereplaced with efficiency”

Optional/General comments
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