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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 

 

1. The introduction section is too lengthy. Some 

discussion on study methodology can be separated in 

a new section with the same heading “Study 

Methodology”. 

2. Please check to make sure that the direction on each 

figure is correct. The positioning of the compass in 

each figure is the same. But, the orientation of each 

figure displays variable orientations. 

3. Naming of the study areas is not the same as in the 

text (Figure 2). Why? 

4. L111-112, “preserved in fairly stable.” is an 

incomplete sentence. 

5. The positioning of Figure 4a is ahead of its call-out 

position. 

6. The short form for hectares is “ha” (L231) and 

should be unified throughout the entire text. 

7. An additional village map may be helpful along with 

the discussion in L263-268. 

8. The meaning of the sentence “they were worked in 

the ……” (L267-268) is unclear? 

9. Discussions on the moshav agricultural system out-

weighted the kibbutz agricultural system. Why? 

10. The use of section heading “Comparison” (L436) is 

not clear. 

11. The concluding remarks can be more precise leaving 

out repeated narrative on the review results. 

12. Implications from the two important conclusions of 

this study are needed to enhance the contributing 

values of this review study. 
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

Improvement on some of the English syntax errors may 

greatly enhance readability.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

A well-written article that deserves good attention and 

publicity. However, descriptive on some sections is too 

lengthy. They needs to be substantial condensed in order 

to enhance conciseness and readability.  
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