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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle 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
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(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)
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At some point, the author needs to cite Maslow for the needs hierarchy and establish
that food, shelter etc... is the basic needs.

The premise is wrong. The author’'s premise is that to feed more, there needs to be
more processed foods. | would dare the author to find a cite for that one. Processing
food actually makes less food.

There is a purpose statement in the abstract but not one in the main body of the4
paper.

PEST definitely needs some kind of reference unless the author pulled that one out
of the air. Even if it was pulled out of the air, there has to be something similar
somewhere to cite (again, is the author ripping-off Maslow?)

There should be a Limitations sub-section of the conclusions w/ future avenues for
research.

Minor REVISION comments
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Needs a copy-edit brush.

Optional/General comments

Need to buff the scholarship up.
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