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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 summarized the study but did not flow smoothly. Many sentences need to be recast to make them clear. There was no 
clear distinction between the end of the methods and results sections. ‘Small holder’ should be used in place of ‘locals’ in describing the 
production systems. 
 words: ‘Reproductive technologies’ shouldn’t be a keyword because it didn’t feature much in the work. 
Introduction: The problem statement could have been better and didn’t seem to be in tandem with the major objective. Both should be 
synergized. 
Materials and Methods: There is need for a map showing the study area. How was the sample size determined? What is the inclusion and 

exclusion criteria for the herds sampled? The method used in questionnaire administration is confusing: Did the authors use questionnaire and 

face-to-face interviews (oral interview) or did they use interviewer-administered questionnaire to administer the questionnaire? 

Results and Discussion: There was no clear distinction between the results and the discussion. The discussions were scanty  and there was 

no clear comparison between the findings of the study and other similar works. Inferences of the findings of the study were lacking in all the parts 

of this section. Many sentences need to be recast.   

Conclusion: The conclusion need to summarize the findings of the study not just a general statement as it is.  

References: Well written. All cited materials were referenced and the referenced were cited.  
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