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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
 
1. Yes, it is, especially for the local one, supported to make the transition 
toward CA. 
 
2. The title its appropriate, but please replace “MP” with “Madhya Pradesh 
(India)”. 
3. Abstract still need a sentence with real data, in order to support the 
papers’ hypothesis. Also, please use “Happy Seeder” instead of “happy 
seeder” as a common noun.  
4. The article has a good structure.  
5. Yes, I think that the submitted paper has a good scientific background. 
6. References are well mentioned and recent, but please take another look 
at the way they are written – I suggest to use „Aga Khan Report (2016)” in 
all places, DWR Report (2017) and so on.  
7. Please add a sentence with your own results in „Conclusions”, it’s of 
real interest for the readers. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
1. English language is ok, but the entire paper needs another revision for 
additional or missing space; „%” instead of „per cent” all over the paper; wrong 
words and so on. 
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