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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The discussion is poor and has no an original information. In addition, the causes 

of the findings must be tried to be explained. 

2. References about the examinated subject are inadequate and very ancient. All the 

references must be updated. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
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Optional/General comments 
 

1. In this work, effect of Acacia nilotica spp nilotica trees age and geographical location on 

seedling performance had been studied. 

2.    The title is brief and properly describes the contents. 

3.    The abstract is a sufficiently informative summary of the main aspects.  

4.    The key words will allow proper retrieval of the information in data-bases and internet. 

5.  The introduction of manuscript gives adequate information.  

6.   The material and methods section is correct and the study can be founded on the basis 

of the information it contains. 

7.    Quantitative data were appropriately tested with statistical methods. 

8.    The results are reasonable. 
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