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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment and of Farmers 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) TITLE: Farmers’ perceptions of climate impact on milk production and adaptation 
strategies in West Bengal 

(2) INTRODUCTION: No clear objectives or research questions are stated in this study. 
They shall be added. 

(3) RESULTS AND DISCUSSION: sub-sections 3.1 and 3.2 emanate from prediction 
models that are not clearly stated in the study. The authors are alluding to trends and 
significant levels that cannot be assessed from anywhere. If data are borrowed from a 
second-hand study, the authors shall be recognized; otherwise, there will be claims of 
plagiarism. If the authors of this study used modelling, then they shall display 
parameters’ tables and/or trend graphs. Materials and methods shall also be adjusted 
accordingly. 

Finally, radar chart 2 (Figure 2) is wrong because it summs up seasonal temperatures 
to make the annual one (e.g. south 24 Parganas: Max Temp 60

o
C; min Temp 40

o
C). 

There is room for improvement. 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
There is a wrong interpretation of the radar charts (Figures 1 and 2) by using the trend 
analysis and its significant levels. They may not be the right tools, since they are just 
descriptive (but not predictive). The authors have a choice between the two methods 
(description or prediction), unless they demonstrate how they used both.  
There is also room for improvement of the English language 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 

Very good paper despite these few corrections 
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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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