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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) 
 

 

The discussion could benefit from a more detailed exploration of the socio-economic factors 
influencing food security. 

The article mentions various government programs but does not critically evaluate their 
effectiveness or suggest concrete policy improvements. 

A more robust policy analysis section would enhance the practical relevance of the study. 

The methods section needs more detail on how data was collected and analyzed. For example, 
how were the growth rates calculated, and what statistical tools were used? 

Including a discussion on the limitations of the data and methods would provide a more balanced 
view. 

The methods section needs more detail on how data was collected and analyzed. For example, 
how were the growth rates calculated, and what statistical tools were used? 

Including a discussion on the limitations of the data and methods would provide a more balanced 
view. 

The methods section needs more detail on how data was collected and analyzed. For example, 
how were the growth rates calculated, and what statistical tools were used? 

Including a discussion on the limitations of the data and methods would provide a more balanced 
view. 

Publishable Quality: 

The manuscript is well on its way to being publishable in an academic journal, given its 
comprehensive scope, relevance, and clear structure. However, to enhance its quality, the authors 
should address the detailed weaknesses mentioned above. 

Recommendations for Improvement: 

1. Enhance the depth of analysis and discussion on specific issues and policy implications. 
2. Provide a more detailed methodology section, including limitations. 
3. Improve the clarity and readability of the text. 
4. Ensure graphical data is fully integrated and interpreted in the text. 

Conduct a more comprehensive literature review and ensure consistent citation. 
 
 

 

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

communications? 
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PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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