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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. 
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- No clear description on the background of the study, which explains the current 
state/scenario on the agricultural, particularly the sugarcane industry in Athani taluk of 
Belagavi District in Karnataka state. 

- No clear statement on the current research problem gap faced in the pertaining studies. 
- No research questions, research objectives and research hypotheses 
- No in-dept review of past studies pertaining to the studies 
- Insufficient of past studies reviewed and referenced for this study 
- Vague explanation on the research methodology such as the respondents’ criteria, 

respondents’ size, area of study (Athani taluk of Belagavi District in Karnataka state), 
method of analysis etc. No reasons provided for each of the chosen tools and methods for 
the study 

- No clear presentation on the information for the types of items in the research tool. 
- The analysis is on the mean and differences in mean. No interpretation on the meaning of 

the results, mostly just stating it without much interpretation of its meaning to this study 
- Need to have clear discussion on how the results obtained can be used to narrow the 

current research gap 
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