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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. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
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Respected Editor, 
 
Having conducted a thorough study of this manuscript, I have identified the need for major 
revisions. 
 
Comments 
(1) Line numbers are missing, which would simplify the review process. 

(2) The aim of the study is not adequately justified in the introduction section. 

(3) The objective of the study in the last paragraph of the National Land Policy review is unclear 

and difficult to understand. 

(4) The applied method for analysis should be briefly explained in the introduction section. 

(5) Methodology: No mathematical or statistical models have been explained. 

(6) Results and Discussion: The response rate needs clarification, including a justification of how 

it was calculated. 

(7) Sources for Tables 1, 2, and 3 are missing. 

(8) The presentation of the paper is very poor. 

(9) There is a lack of novelty in the study. 

(10) The specific conclusions of the study are not clearly stated. 

(11) There are no proper recommendations for researchers, policymakers, and practical 

applications of the study. 
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
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