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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 
 

 
This is an interesting topic as it swings between agriculture and economics. The 
empirical analysis has been paid much attention to but the theoretical part may need 
more work. Here are some suggestions and observations:  

1. This paper is too brief. The references alone are about 3 pages which leaves 
only 9-10 pages containing the main work. More Infor can be added to it. 

2. Please rectify the referencing styles 
3. The creation of a literature review section can be very helpful to this paper. \ 
4. The ideas in this paper are all over the “shore” i.e. there is no pattern in 

which they are presented  
All in all, its  

 
 
 
 
 

 
Thank you.  
We are very delighted to know that you found our paper interesting. 
Concerning your comments regarding the theoretical part of our paper, we 
tried our level best to update the literature review section of our paper. We 
have deleted few less important references while added more evidence-based 
discussion to the theoretical section. For your better understanding, changes 
are highlighted in yellow colour. 
 
We checked the referencing style once again, identify and revise the styles, 
whenever possible. 
 
We have added a separate review section (Sub-section-1.1). 
 
While revising our paper, we tried to clarify the objectives of the paper clearly, 
and organized the paper accordingly. We hope readers will find our paper 
interesting. 
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