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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 
 

 

 Referencing should improve to make it more focused on the international literature, and a 
definition of ‘soils health’ should be included. 

 The description of the set-up of the study is insufficiently clear. In particular the relation 
between the two sets of 60 and 120 farmers should be clarified. 

 In the chi-square test there is a column with C-value: it is unclear why that column is 
included and what the meaning of the C-value is. 

 Interpretation of table 2 should improve and for instance include explanations why 
particular variables are significant (or not). 

 A discussion section addressing the strengths and weaknesses of the study should be 
added, as well as sketching opportunities for future research 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 The English would benefit from a careful editing by a native English speaking scientist. 

 The word ‘per cent’ should be replaced by the symbol ‘%’ throughout. Also, the number of 
significant digits should be brought back to three (for instance 95% in stead of 94.99 %). 

 Section 3 is somewhat oring to read – possibly the authors can use their creative skills to make it 
somewhat more interesting. 

 

Optional/General comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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