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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 
 

The study is intended to determine what are the obstacles to the practice of double 
cropping. Because of the fact that this article was designed to identify the socio-economic 
constraints and problems in adoption of double cropping. At this study  
120 farmers were used by face to face survey techniques. 
 
Actually it was main problems about the farming system how to apply this sowing. And 
especially becuse of many constratints such as irrigation, machinery and markening, this 
double cropping did not apply properly.  
 
At this study, 11 constarints were presented as problems of double cropping during the 
adoptation. And they gave some results only frequency and rank values. It is not enough 
this summiting values. It should be scientific pictures.  
 
I mean that it was so simple. It was necessary which is the most important as statistically. 
Is there a correction between them? I could not see from the results.  
 
I think if they develop using many methods with this figures, it can be acceptable more 
easily.   
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