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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	A very nice topic. The manuscript addresses post-harvest losses issue, which affect global food security. It reviews mitigation ways for reducing losses in agricultural produce, including harvesting, handling, packaging, transportation, storage, and processing practices. 

To strengthen its contribution to the scientific community, the authors should include more data of Nigeria-specific research, should focus on findings of how these losses affect the farmers economy, and what will the economic benefits if recommended strategies implicated for smallholder farmers.

 The manuscript also requires substantial improvement in grammar, sentence structure, organization, and readability.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating – 4

Reviewer’s comments- A good Title
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating – 2

Reviewer’s comments-
1.The abstract tells the causes of post-harvest losses, ways to reduce them, and their importance for food security.

2. The authors should clearly mention the major post-harvest losses in Nigeria, such as poor storage and handling, and mention the suitable methods to reduce these losses and improve farmers’ income and food security. So that it will connect to the title
	 


	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating – 4

Reviewer’s comments- Keywords are mention correct.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating – 2

Reviewer’s comments-
1.Still need to improve introduction, more systematic, clear, and reader-friendly.

2.It discussion focuses mainly on global food security but lacks sufficient information on economic problems faced by smallholder farmers in Nigeria and add information on strategies to reduce post-harvest losses. 

3. The paragraphs should  arranged in a logical sequence, starting with the background on food security, followed by post-harvest losses in Nigeria, their economic impacts, and mitigation strategies.

4. The authors should support key statistics data with references and clearly link post-harvest losses to farmers’ income and food security.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating – 1

Reviewer’s comments-
1. The objective of the review is not clearly stated

2. Suggest to clear mention the specific objectives of the review at the end of the Introduction, focusing on post-harvest losses in Nigeria, their economic impacts, and strategies for reducing them

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating – 3

Reviewer’s comments-
1.Should still include more relevant literature on economic effects on farmers, and strategies to mitigate losses. Nigeria-specific studies should be included to strengthen the review.

2. Avoid repeatedly citing the same reference.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating – 3 

Reviewer’s comments-
1. The authors had included recent studies

2. Need to include more relevant literature
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating – 2

Reviewer’s comments-
1. The authors mention secondary data source in abstract, but they not explain how the literature was collected for the review.

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating – 2

Reviewer’s comments-
1. The review should compare previous studies and discuss their findings, rather than mainly presenting general information about post-harvest losses and management strategies.

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	       Rating – 1

Reviewer’s comments- research gaps/future directions are not identified.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     Rating – 2

Reviewer’s comments-
1.The conclusion is too general and should summarize the key findings with specific evidence from the review as in review also not mentioned specific information.

2.The recommendations should be more specific and explain how reducing post-harvest losses can improve farmers’ income and food security in Nigeria.

3. use clear and concise language and avoid unnecessary references

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	    Rating – 2

Reviewer’s comments-
1. The limitations of the review are not clearly discussed. The paper should mention limitations in the available literature and data, and explain how these may affect the findings.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	    Rating – 3

 Reviewer’s comments-
1. The references include relevant studies, but more recent and reliable peer-reviewed sources should be included, particularly studies on post-harvest losses and their economic impacts in Nigeria.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	    Rating – 2

Reviewer’s comments-
1. The manuscript has several grammatical errors and unclear sentences. It should be revised again to make the content easier to read and understand.
 
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No

1. The abstract should clearly state the review methodology, major types of post-harvest losses in Nigeria, key findings on their economic impacts, and suitable strategies for reducing these losses.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	  No

  1. The manuscript should support key statements with reliable scientific evidence, clarify the reported post-harvest loss estimates, and provide a stronger analysis of previous studies and crop-specific mitigation strategies rather than the general statements.

For example, the reported post-harvest loss percentages should be supported by reliable references and clearly linked to specific crops and locations. The recommendation to store crops below 5°C should be revised because suitable storage temperatures vary among crops, and some crops may develop chilling injury. The discussion should also include more Nigeria-specific studies and evidence of the effectiveness and economic benefits of the recommended post-harvest management strategies.


The manuscript addresses an important topic, but it needs major revision. The discussion requires stronger scientific evidence, more relevant references, and a clearer explanation of the economic impacts of post-harvest losses in Nigeria. Grammar and sentence structure also need improvement before publication.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	 Yes but still,

1. The manuscript should include more recent and relevant references instead of repeatedly citing the same studies
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	 No
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