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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 
 

 
Table 1 on page 12 should be revisited and correct the errors. 
It seems there are errors in the figures; adjust the variables where necessary. “ *** shows 
1% significant”, however HS, Experience were not significant but having *** 

Missing reference  
“by Hammitt (2000)’ on page 9 is missing in the reference. 
International Labour Organization and International Cooperative Alliance (2015) page 2. 
SAMPLE SELECTION 
Could you explain how the cooperative and non-cooperative members were selected? 
Page 9. 
 
The manuscript seeks to ascertain the effect of agricultural cooperatives on members’ 
willingness to pay for morbidity risk reduction arising from COVID-19.  
With a hypothesis that agricultural cooperative societies did not have an effect on rice 
farmers’ WTP to pay for morbidity health risk reduction. 
The manuscript clearly introduced the problem, it also gave a good background highlighting 
key areas backed with theories and concepts. However, there are few issues that I think if 
addressed will shape the manuscript 
 

1. The manuscript should be written following the journal author guide: the font, font 
size, structure of the manuscript, citation, referencing etc. were not conform to the 
journal’s guide. 

2. The manuscript made a scanty conclusion without explaining how their findings fill 
gaps in literature in the area explored.  

3. The manuscript failed to state further how the current findings will influence future 
research.  

4. It also failed to state whether the hypothesis stated was accepted or rejected, and 
the reasons for it. 

5. The manuscript failed to state the type of effect agricultural cooperative has on 
farmers WTP for COVID-19 morbidity risk reduction.  

I suggest the authors expand the conclusions and the recommendations further. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
LGAs.. Write in full page 8 
… hypothesized that agricultural cooperative societies did.. can you use ‘may’ instead of 
‘did’ 
In the abstract 
… member likely willing to pay N561…. Use either ‘likely or willing’; delete one of them 
Delete “Background” after the introduction. 
… In all, a total of 150 each of cooperation and non-cooperative members…..(you may 
want to use cooperative) page 9. 

… The function  takes cognizance…(w) instead see page 10. 
… WTP or WTO check and correct accordingly. Page 12. 
…1 if the respondent        is a member and…(close the space) page 11. 
… N8.46m and N846.15 m estimated.. (close the space) page 13. 
… agricultural cooperative had an effect…(has instead). Page 16. 
… cooperative society as complementary..(…as a complementary…) page 16 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

I suggest the authors expand the conclusions and the recommendations further. 
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PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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