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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 
 

The authors propose a non-destructive sampling to estimate leaf area of A. mangium 
based on leaf length and width. 
Overall, topic is interesting and the manuscript falls within the scope of International 
Journal of Plant & Soil Science. 
Tree leaves being a dual pathway for C assimilation through photosynthesis and 
water loss by transpiration, it is usually important to determinate leaf area on living 
tree. Hence, the modelling exercise proposed by the author attempt to solve this 
issue, which is great. Although the idea of using regression models is good. 
Unfortunately, I have a great concern about the readability and focus of the 
manuscript. In addition, the authors have provided additional insight e.g. by 
regressing OLA against L, W, and LW, respectively, which are to my view not 
necessary owing to the objective of the paper. 
 
The paper is poorly written, which makes it difficult to understand. I invite the 
authors to thoroughly rework the paper for clarity and English language. Other 
sections depend on it. Because the dataset along with the idea of doing regressions 
analyses are good, the authors have a chance to make a good paper out of it. 
Therefore, I would recommend major revision and hopefully they will adequately 
address the concern raised in this paper in their revised version.  
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Readability and flow of the paper should be worked. 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
I recommend the authors to have their manuscript edited for English language. 
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