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 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. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
This paper is about cabbage production in Kenya. If this text is a review article, 
it is necessary to write concretely the results of research and summarization 
using numerical values and charts. The impression I read is like the description 
in an encyclopedia, and it is difficult to understand what the author is writing, 
whether it is good or bad, too much or too little. One reason seems to be that 
there is no comparison with other crops, and that the food situation in Kenya is 
unknown in other countries. It is judged that it is difficult to accept the 
manuscript as is. I think that there is a meaning to the publication, so I 
recommend that you use numbers and diagrams to specifically explain the 
contents written in Section 6.0 and then resubmit it. 
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