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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.


	The manuscript is essential in the field of sustainable agricultural research. Much research has discussed sustainable certification, mostly related to economic aspects or economic effects on farmers. However, this article aims to address the social aspects of sustainable certification, which is quite interesting and significant for the scientific community. So, I think the manuscript is worth considering for review and publication. Although, for sure, it needs thorough revisions. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is. The title is suitable for the content. A minor correction is that using “comma” and “dot” is uncommon in the title. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. There is no need to add or delete from the abstract. 

I think there are too many keywords for the keywords. Usually, keywords are a maximum up to 5 keywords.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, this manuscript is scientifically correct using proper methodology. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references should be more up-to-date (no more than 8-10 years). Some of the references are out of date. The authors must add more recent references (article journals) to enrich the manuscript. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is sufficient enough to understand, although improvement is encouraged. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Some suggestions about the manuscript:

1) This manuscript title is “….cocoa certification program…”, but what is a cocoa certification program and which cocoa certification program are not yet explained well. For example, Fair Trade, Rainforest Alliance, etc. Each certification scheme has a different focus and criteria. Therefore, it became important to elaborate on what kind of social sustainability is addressed in each certification. This also includes more general information about cocoa production and certification in Nigeria. 

2) The authors used the Likert scale. The questions or categories need to be elaborated more in the methods section. How many social sustainability issues are addressed in this research? I think it is important.

3) I have not found the result analysis using theoretical framework (social action theory) in the result and discussion. Then, what is the use of the section's theoretical framework? In addition, this result needs to be analyzed by other research. 
4) Conclusion: need to rewrite. The information is a repetition of the results and discussion. The authors should give recommendations for further research.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)

No, I don’t think there are any ethical issues.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No, there are not.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	-
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Major revision 7.5
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