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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of
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[ would suggest changing the title from analysis to survey.
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results.
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This topic for this paper is interesting and up to date.

Although the Abstract and Methods part are acceptable the authors did not present a
research question. What is the main question addressed by the research? Was there a
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Over the past two decades, following rapid urbanization and high economic
concentration, agriculture has developed significantly in urban and peri-urban areas
of West Africa (Koffi et al. 2012).
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