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mark), Line 10 (9 and 10 repetition has occurred), Line 12 whole line is not upto the mark. 
2.2: correct the last wording of the Line 10  
3. Result and Discussion: 3.2: Land use in 1986 Paragraph 2 first line complete the sentence, 
paragraph 2 Line 8 and 9 are not upto the mark, paragraph 2 line 10 correction have to be made. Land 
use in 2003: Revise Line 6 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 



 

Review Form 3 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 3 (07-07-2024) 

 
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) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
Reviewer Details: 
 

Name: Kapil Dev 

Department, University & Country India 

 
 


