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Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle 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)

According to the research work done, it cannot be considered a scientific manuscript.
Because there are many scientific and even written shortcomings in it.

The title of the article should be chosen correctly and scientifically to attract the reader to
read the article. Which is not seen in this article. It would have been better if the title was
written like this: Investigating climatic drought and its relationship with agricultural lands
(case study: Antalya, Turkey).

The abstract of the article does not match the title and work and is very poorly written.
The sub-sections of the article could be written better with proper scientific and written
order and structure. That is very poorly written. Which shows the author's impatience.
From a scientific point of view, the manuscript is not correct in any way. It must be rewritten.
References are few and old. | request the respected author to study more in this field.

Minor REVISION comments

The structure of the text in English is very weak. It shows the author's lack of correct understanding

of the case.
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?
Optional/General comments
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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