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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

This paper presented very interesting study on Improvement of Delignification,
Desilication and Cellulosis Content Availability in Paddy Straw via Physico-Chemical
Pre-treatments

The reviewer recommends the publication with the following revision.

1. There are many irregularities in English in this paper, so it should be revised

1) All the irregularities has been corrected and improved. Some of the
sentences were improved for better understanding; Line 46-49, Line 165-167,
Line 169 — 174 and Line 240-245.

2) The images in Figure 1 have been improved by scaling up the size for a
better view.

3) The discussion (3.3 SEM images of cell wall structure of paddy straw) has

seriously. been added with new point to strengthen our result; added on Line 256 -257
2. Please provide a high resolution quality of figure 1. and Line 259 — 261. Since the reviewer did not point out which part that is
3. Discussion part is too weak, this should be revised weak, we try to improve part 3.2, from Line 165 — 180.
4. Conclusions must be comprehensive and not written like a report. 4) The conclusion has been changed to make them more concise and
5. It's very important if you added some references of 2016-2017. comprehensive as suggested by the reviewer.
5) Few new references were added. We could not find many journal/article
related that were published around 2016-2017 to be used as our reference.
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