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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 
 

I suggest adding a commentary for each Figure of the results and discussion Section to avoid that number of pictures and 
charts without any explanation. 
 
In the Result analysis section, I suggest the same as above.  It is also important to make some correlations between the 
findings and the literature review.  
 
In a scientific paper it is necessary to add a section for the conclusion. Where it is expected to add some suggestions for 
further researches. It is also relevant to mention the contributions of the study for academic purposes as well as for the 
studied object.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
In the abstract the authors mentioned the objective of the study, but in the Introduction section they mention some different 
objectives. It would be better to state them in the same pattern. 
There are many words without space, such as… from  GlobalForestWatch 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The research is relevant and bring useful contributions for country as well as the studies on this area, but the authors did 
not explore it properly for a scientific paper.  
I suggest adding more literature review bases in the Introduction or in a new section specifically designed for it, in order to 
support the discussion and the conclusion of the paper. 
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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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