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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 
 

LINE 12: ABSTRACT – The grass. and bushland…….. Delete the full-stop before “and” 

LINE 18: INTRODUCTION – Required fonts mistakenly included 

LINE 20: depend NOT “depended” 

LINE 26: Don’t use names with [2]  

LINE 38: consider revising in knowledge ……..indigenous knowledge.. 

LINE 40-43:MATERIALS AND METHODS- Author instructions mistakenly included. 

LINE 59-60: Should be National Sample Survey and Evaluation Programme (NASSEP)  

LINE 60-61: Consider revising block letter used for figure  

LINE 112: Maasal NOT ”maasal” 

LINE 119-124: These should be reflected in the Recommendations  

LINE 142: WMFPs should be defined. Acronyms should be defined at first use and 
subsequently acceptable as such.  

LINE 248-355: REFERENCES – Block letter format not acceptable. 

�         Paragraphing, fonts, citations, topics, sub-topics, figures, tables and referencing 
should be in conformity with journal author guidelines as most of these appear to be 
inconsistent and faulty in this article. 

�         Author should consider relating the citations with discussion better. 
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