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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The abstract includes all measurements results, which is a bit inappropriate, since 

they appear in the main text already. You would need to point out the main results, 
as far as the superiority of pros and cons of the two different methods, in no more 
than 150 words possibly, to be crisp and effective. 

2. Another point is that the effect of retting especially as far as fibre morphology is 
concerned needs to be illustrated by comparative images of the retted fibres 
obtained with the two methods. Yet, there is no image (a macrograph 10x or so 
would fit the purpose, if you are able to show sections of different fibres it would be 
even better. 

3. A number of studies on comparison between bacterial and chemical retting of other 
plant fibres are available. However, you don’t compare with any of these. Basically 
there is no discussion in your paper after results, please add a discussion section 
at least of 10-15 lines or so. 
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The correction has been done with the macrograph image  
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Optional/General comments 
 

 
The paper investigates the properties of roselle fibres extracted by two different methods, 
namely bacterial retting and chemical retting procedures. The paper is innovative in this 
sense, although there are limitations as far as the study is concerned, as shown above.  
I would not be against publication, provided the above requirements are fulfilled.  
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