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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

Suggest changing ‘Blotter paper’ to ‘Blotting paper’, per guidelines in Tappi
method.

Materials and Methods section is too large with around 2800 words whereas
Results & Discussion section is too small with around 800 words only. It would
have been more effective if this was reversed.

Text highlighted in yellow colour to be checked critically and corrected.
Conclusion is not effective and suggest a complete changeover. Most of the
components in Abstract and Conclusion are same. Text deleted from Conclusion

does not make sense for blotting paper application.

Tappi and ISO test methods are not required to mention in References and the
reference number to be taken out from the text.

Suggest writing all references in the same style following Journal’s requirements.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

Most of the changes have been provided in the manuscript. Authors are
encouraged to see and evaluate.
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