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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)

	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)


	1. The authors have conducted extensive field investigations and statistical analyses; however, the title and aim of the study discussed earlier were not accomplished. The manuscript requires major revisions. At this stage, it is not useful for the scientific community. The presence of 10 tables, with exact information repetition after each table, makes the manuscript tedious to read. Some tables should be converted to either maps or figures to maintain the interest of readers. In-depth discussion is crucial for a scientific article, which was lacking in the manuscript. Moreover, Table 5 was mentioned before its preceding tables, which is not customary in a scientific paper. The tables and their interpretation were mere duplications, with no comprehensive discussion about any of them. Additionally, a few acronyms were not introduced in the manuscript. International readers, in particular, may have no idea about these acronyms. Figure 1 was distorted and not legible for reading; it needs a larger font size and should be free of distortion along the X or Y axis. If the author prepared the map, there is no need to mention the source.

2. There is scope to improve the title. At present it is more site specific.

3. The abstract was not written in a traditional format; as a result, the research problem and existing research gap were not discussed. The Results section was emphasized, which was actually a concise form of the original results section. A professional format for the abstract needs to be followed.
4. It needs improvement; for example, the literature review should be merged with the introduction before mentioning the research gap and objectives. The study area should be a subsection of the materials and methodology section.
5. The manuscript needs improvement.
6. Yes.
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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