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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

In the title of the paper the study area i.e. Bangladesh was missing and it should be
included. Otherwise it is not clear from the title that where the study was done. In abstract
also it was missing.

1. Under methodology, table of sample distribution showed the sample size as 109,
but in abstract and under the section of ‘collection and processing of data’ it was
mentioned as 113. So it is confusing about the sample size.

2. In reference section, check for Kabir 2002, it is not in alphabetical order.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Intext % should be written as per cent, but within bracket it can be written as %

2. After decimal two digits should be written, eg. 15.60 not 15.6

3. Itis not specifically mentioned about dominant age group, income, farm level of the
respondent in the discussion part. The author wrote as low to high, small to
marginal etc. But instead of it he or she can specifically write highest respondents
are middle aged, small farmers etc. as mentioned in table 2. It will give clear
picture about the respondents.

4. Intable 3, respondent per cent for lower agreed was written as 18.80 percent
while in text it was shown as 18.60 percent. Kindly check it.

5. In 242 line, it should be 2012 not 20012

Optional/General comments

| feel that methodology part could be shorter. It is not needed to explain each section so
elaborately. It should be clearly but precisely written. Only important analytical tools,
formula etc should be written in details.
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