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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? 
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additional suggestions/comments) 
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It is highly recommended to add reference from original articles from peer reviewed 
journals. 
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 
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1. The package includes, among others, mapping, enumeration, mobilization, 

training/capacity building and micro credit grant for alternative livelihood support to selected 
impacted population. Giving details of these packages would significantly improve the value 
of this article.                  

2. The direct socio-economic rehabilitation of  the impacted population is of great importance, 
but from a scientific community point of view can it be considered as an innovation? The 
article only provide data of  Average Amount Disbursed to Each Beneficiary. No innovative 
techniques for rehabilitating gully impacted population are discussed. 

3. Apart from tables showing details of gullies, population impacted per Km distance and 
Average Amount Disbursed to Each Beneficiary, not much content analysis, comparative 
analysis, rational framework and deductive models can be seen in the article which makes 
it hard to justify the methods mentioned in the abstract. 

4. It is desirable to properly define and explain the “Gully Social Impact Factor” which is the 
main focus of the article. 
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