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highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

1. The heading for table 1 is orphaned. Please make sure the table heading and the 
data are together. 

2. Please explain the superscripts a,b,c,d,j in table 1. 
3. The dependence on pH is at variance with work from other researchers, please 

proffer an explanation of what you think is happening. 
4. References 10 to 19 are not formatted as the rest of the text (line spacing). 

 
 
 

1. Agreed with the reviewer, the table has been formatted with 
introduction as suggested. 

2. Agreed with reviewer, all superscripts are now defined in the 
manuscript. 

3. The treatment efficacy is related to pH in this study which may be 
attributed to the wood spp used and the conditions of treatment. The 
results was reported based on the outcome of the experiment; and 
since sawdust from this spp has not been really utilized, this is a 
potential contribution to existing knowledge. 

4. All references are now well formatted with same line spacing. Thanks 
to the reviewers. 
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