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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This study looks into the area of spice growing in Zanzibar and its importance for the farmers. This is a good topic of research because it looks into how to enhance the incomes of the farmers. It also distinguishes between organic and inorganic, certified organic and non-certified. All of these are topics that are of interest to researchers in agriculture.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	This sentence needs to change: However, certified spice farming households earned in average 565 900 TAS higher than others (merely organic (361 170 TAS) and inorganic (350 500 TAS)). Average 565900 TAS, higher than others => there should be a comma. 
The study merely shows that cultivation of spices earns so much income for each category of household. It does not prove that spice farming is MORE profitable. That conclusion statement needs to be changed. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are many mistakes. But the mistakes can be corrected. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Comments on the manuscript: 

1. Table 1: instead of No and yes as the column heads, put just one column, % of sample growers

2. The author writes, The participants of the FGDs, pointed out that there was only one buyer in Unguja who bought certified organic spices named Ecoland herbs and spices of Germany, even though there was only one buyer of certified spices but its demand had not been fully supplied. This is a very important finding but it has been left hanging over here. This needs to be explained further as to why the author feels that certification is good if there is only one buyer. Accessibility can become a major issue for the farmers. And to what extent the demand remains unsatisfied. 

3. The methodology states that one third of the sample is inorganic farmers but table 2 shows only one fourth sample practising inorganic farming. 

4. The author thinks that 34% and 26.7% of sample farmers represent “majority”. These statements should be changed to merely 34% of the farmers say so, instead of saying majority of farmers say so. Majority is only if the percentage is more than 50%.

5. It is strange to see that only 34% farmers seem to know that organic farming involves use of no chemicals. This level of awareness is quite low. The author should interprete it correctly. 

6. The author does not give any percentage but says, majority of the farmers strongly disagreed that “Economic income gains when practicing integrated farming are not convincing”. This could be interpreted that many farmers have understanding that organic farming leads to high income gains compared to inorganic spice farming. The farmers are saying that economic income gains are not obvious. The author interprets is there are HIGH income gains. Please delete this sentence and get the analysis right. 

7. The author writes, About 32% of the farmers strongly disagreed on the statement that the farm income may decrease when practicing organic farming as opposed by only 8.3% of the farmers who strongly disagreed on the statement. Both 32 and 8.3% are disagreeing!! This needs to be corrected. 

8. Almost 51% of farmers either disagree or strongly disagree with the statement, farm income may decrease due to organic farming. This indicates that the farmers prefer organic farming. This has to be brought out clearly. 

9. The author writes, Organic spice farming improves household income and export market favour more organic spices than inorganic ones were placed as strongly disagree by 33.3% and 33.5% of the farmers respectively. Please add the ones who disagree to the total, because that is also a strong enough statement. The implication of this has to be mentioned by the author, this is very important finding. 

10. The author writes, The situation of majority having low knowledge about organic spices means that spice farmers did not realize the premium benefit accrued from organic spices. Further, it can be due to certification of crops in Tanzania has been recently introduced. A sudden and abrupt mention of Tanzania with no further explanation!

11. The author writes, The findings in Table 4 show that majority of the farmers (46.7%) had low knowledge about organic spices, while only 33.3% had moderate knowledge of organic spices and 20% of the farmers had the lowest knowledge. But the table shows 33.3% having HIGH knowledge and 20% having moderate knowledge. What is going on here? 

12. The author writes, Organic, certified and non-organic spice production in kg/household per annual It should be per annum or per year, not per annual. 

13. Table 5 is not clear. Yield is always measured by yield per acre. It can not be measured by yield per household, unless all the households have similar size of land. Yield per household otherwise is a wrong measure: what if the not-certified farmers owned 5 acres and the certified household owned 2 acres? Of course, the yield per household will be higher for the non-certified household. Simply because they have more land!

14. The author writes, Since certified organic spice farmers in Zanzibar are getting close supervision from various NGOs and Companies dealing with certified organic spices are likely to get more production than those who do not get extension services or those with minimal extension services. But just in the previous table, shown that the yields were higher for the non-certified households! This needs to be corrected. 

15. Table 8 has the same problems as mentioned about the yields. How can one compare the incomes across households, without knowing how much land was being cultivated by each household? The figures have to be converted to income per acre. 
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