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Compulsory REVISION comments Need to be re-reviewed before publication

This manuscript needs serious language revisionin almost all sections.The methods section should state, clearly and indetail, what was actually observed, measured(and how different values/weights wereassigned), how many people were interviewed(and from which social category). The rationalefor each method should also be described. Anylimitations of these methods should be clearlyoutlined. Right now, it is not clear what theauthor/researcher did, let alone for someone toreplicate the research.There should be a “results” section that shows thespecific data collected through each method inthis research.  Some of the data on the secondtable, for example, were not clearly collected bythis research, as the Tana Flower Project wasunder construction during the research period.However, the reader has no way of knowingwhere these data came from.Distinction should be made between statementsand generalizations based on data collected at theresearch site and those from the literature for
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other sites. Furthermore, if information fromother sites are used, similarities and differencesbetween the sites (e.g., agro-ecology, plot size,etc.) need to be provided. Right now, everything ismixed up. As a result, some generalization andclaims, made in this manuscript, cannot beobjectively scrutinized. Having separate, methods,results and discussions sections may help thetransformation of information more clearly.It is also important to make clear therationale/evidence for forecasting future impactswhen there are no actual data at hand.As it now stands, this manuscript would notprovide any clear information to experts, let aloneto policy makers.For more editorial comments and questionsplease see the attached PDF file.
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