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Minor REVISION comments 

 

Abstract- The abstract is well written it has captured all 

relevant information that should be part of the abstract. The 

author has concluded his study but failed to give 

recommendation. Give one recommendation after your 

conclusion. 

Usually in scientific research abstracts are not written in 

italics. 

Line 7: Spelling mistake smallholder agribusiness not 

smallholder agribusinessr 

Results and Discussion 

From line 181-185 should be removed and write down the 

abbreviations in their full words in table 2 where you have 

SDA, DA,A, SA and UDA 

Conclusion and Recommendations is the most appropriate way 

of writing not Conclusion/Recommendations 

References: The author need to cross check the references  

before publishing. 

i) Recommendation has been given. 

ii) Abstract is no longer italicized. 

 

 

 

iii) Smallholder agribusiness is now correctly 

spelt. 

 

 

iv) Lines 181-185 have been removed and re-

written; and the abbreviations are written in full. 

 

 

v). Conclusion and Recommendations. 

 

 

Vi). The author has cross check the references 
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comments 

 

 

It is a good paper and well written in the sense the author has 

followed principles of social research. I am impressed with the 

structured of the paper. The paper is concise, clear and readable. 

 

 

 

 


