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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4

Although the work has been done in Kenya (which could be included in the title) it
has applications to general smallholders.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5
This addresses an informed audience, I do not know about 2nd and 3rd movements of
milk output.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 5
Splendid command of the English.

4. The study methods are explained clearly.
Indeed the procedures are well described.)

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.
(The statistics I cannot judge.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the content.
For a non-zoologist the outcome seems appropriate.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.
Quite an admirable list of apprpriate references.
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I presume you have an animal scientist and a statistician among the reviewers -
remarkable that you find an agronomist-botanist like me to review this paper.



