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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 cited references are too little the authors need to add more references
2. The nearest cited reference is in 2007 that is too much old, the authors need
to cite more modern and updated published works.

The similar suggestions have already done by other reviewer. Thereby, | have
added 10 new reference in relevant sections.

Minor REVISION comments

1. In the introduction the authors mention about

‘Papyrus plants, which naturally grew up in 28 Egypt about 3000 years ago’ 1. These sentence have modified, added citations and rewritten as:
although | doubt about the date as | think it is much earlier, the authors need | ....... naturally grew up in Egypt since pre-historic times.
to cite a reference about this information. 2. This is related to Tappi Test Methods T-205. It is have already
2. Line 99: ‘The laboratory type standard British Sheet Former was used to cited in below section. Anyway,| have also cited that sentence as
prepare test papers from those pulps’ it is better to mention the standard [16].
code. 3. No comments
3. Line 153: ‘As a general conclusion, when examining to Table 3’ it is not a 4. This is 2 part study. Further research findings and discussions
suitable place to derive a conclusion. will give in second part ofthat study. It has already submitted to
4. This paper is lacking the point of discussion, | suggest to add more same journal at the same time.
discussion points and arguments in the section ‘results and discussion’ not
only writing the results obtained so the reader can find more convincing
points for the experimental works achieved. As a reviewer | cant review only
results, the number of cited references in this section is only 4 published
works that’s not accepted. The authors need to do more discussion so it can
be reviewed.
Optional/General comments 1. No comments
1. ltis suggested to reform the tables lines to be in the publishing form. 2. Other reviewers also suggested a number of misspelling errors

2. There are some grammar mistakes and mistyping are needed to be
revised like ‘stuy’ missed letter in line 163.

and grammatical problems. Thereby all misspelling words have
already corrected and some improvements on English language
have conducted.
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