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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 

 

-  I found numerous typos, punctuation and grammar error. In 

this form, it could not be published; 

- references are often quoted in the wrong way in the manuscript; 

- The sentence “Data used in this study are mainly from 

secondary source which includeagriculture” (in section 3) is 

unclear. The source of data should be clearly specified. Moreover, 

given the aim of the study, I would expect that the authors 

personally collect the data for their analysis, rather than using 

secondary sources; 

- The model adopted is far too simplistic. It includes only one 

variable + error term. In a scientific journal, I would expect a 

more articulated model. Moreover, there are no comments about 

the way this model has been generated or derived from the 

literature; 

- The presentation of the results (section 4.1) is too schematic. 

This is not appropriate for a scientific manuscript; 

- the conclusions of the authors (e.g., “The result indicates that 

Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme (ACGSF) is statistically237 

significant in explaining domestic food supply (DFS) in Nigeria”) 

are not supported by this study, since the authors do not explain 

how they collect the data, nor how Agricultural Credit Guarantee 

Scheme is defined. Also, this is the only conclusion the authors 

derive from the study; this seems to be too few for a scientific 

paper. 

  NOTED 

 
 
 
 
 NOTED 
 
 
The secondary data are more 
appropriate here, considering the fact 
that the ACGSF is under the control of 
the Central Bank of Nigeria, hence the 
data released by the bank on the subject 
matter can be used for the study 
    How the model was derived or 
adopted has been explained in section 2. 
 
 
 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

None 

 

 

Optional/Generalcomments 

 

- The paper is very poorly written. I found numerous typos, 

punctuation and grammar error. In this form, it could not be 

published. 

 

 


