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Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 

[Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 

article. 
5 

No comments.  
2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 3 

The abstract could be written to clearly identify the object, method and results of 

the paper.  



3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
5 

The language is clear and understandable.  
4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 

It is an economic history paper and only explication (narrative method) is used.   
5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3 

Since it is a historical paper, there aren’t many results presented.  
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 

supported by the content. 
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There is no conclusion in the paper.  
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.  4 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

 

My biggest concern is the longitude of the paper. The paper is 28 pages and together 

with references 35 pages. I think that this is too long for a research article, it might be 

this long if a monograph is published. But in this case, I suggest shortening the paper 

to at least 20 pages. For example, in the second part of the paper there is also 

repetition of the pre-last paragraph with the last paragraph. I suggest in this part the 

authors shorten the explication of the law for sustainability of the trees. In the third 

part, also I suggest shortening the explication of the cost calculation and shortening of 

the quotations on pp.23-24 and on p.25. The authors could shorten the third section by 

critically addressing the calculation of the costs for transport of trees.  

The key words provided are not completely appropriate. The authors could use other 

key words that better explain the article. 

There is no introduction and what is more worrying and missing for me is the absence 

of a conclusion. In the last paragraphs of the third part the authors have written certain 

aspects that point to concluding remarks, but I would suggest a little elaboration and 

trying to find the connection between the old Law for sustainability in Calabria with 

the economic situation today. Because sustainability is of great importance for each 

economy, and I see the importance of this paper in this sense.    
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