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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 

 

1/ The average sugarcane output (line 161) determined as total quantity of sugar cane 
output divided by total number of sugarcane farmers (330) is the average sugarcane obtained 
by farmer and not by one ha. If you want have the average output by one ha, you must 
divide the total quantity of sugar cane by the total area (in ha) cultivated sugarcane in the 
330 farms. 
2/ It’s important to describe farming technique of these small farmers respondents 
particularly used in sugarcane production: irrigation, young plants, diseases, weed control… 
Also important to present how the farmers sell their production and the problems 
encountered if there.  Information about respondents (age, sex, educational qualification…) 
is interesting to give to better understanding the context of this study.   
3/ The author recommend boosting sugarcane production in small and medium scale farm by 
an access to the micro-finance and a low interest rate on loan. The average yield obtained 
here by the sugar farmers is apparently low (20.6 t/ha), it’s necessary to improve this value 
to improve the profitability of this crop by a better control of the production. Farmers need 
probably help for supply of inputs, control of diseases, extension, commercialization of the 
crop and its transport to the processing plant… rather than financial support. 
4/ The profitability of fluted pumpkin (line 56) is better than this of sugarcane calculated in 
this study (116,891.39 vs 78,036.05). It’s better in this case for the farmer to grow fluted 
pumpkin. 
5/ Table 3.1. don’t indicate the first planting costs of the sugarcane (purchase and planting  
of cuttings). You must include also cost of water and labour if there is a use of irrigation. 
6/ In the paragraph “3.1 Profitability analysis in sugar cane production”, author use 
estimated and average values, it’s better if values were given with maximum and minimum 
and the value of majority of the farmers like in the next paragraph (“3.2 Contribution of 
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sugarcane…”). 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

1/ What is the difference between the model 2a (line 131) and 2b (line 142)? It’s the same 
model. 

 

Optional/General 

comments 
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