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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 Aiming

to improve the manuscript some changes are necessary, such as:
Introduction: (1) The introduction needs to be improved by citing more
literature data, in all manuscript only 5 references were used; (2) it may be
improved adding also some comments about the relevant developments on
eucalypt in other countries, it is very well established in the literature these
gains in forest production as well as in chemical wood composition; (3) to
add some comments regarding the planted area in the world as well as in
India; (4) it would be very interesting to add the most interesting species in
India for pulp/energy production considering the climate conditions and
diseases; (b) it is necessary to use eucalypt or Eucalyptus (genus) in the
text. Both are being used in the manuscript, it is necessary to standardize
writing; (6) it would be interesting to add some comments about wood
density, since this parameter is very important for the wood utilization;
Materials and methods: (1) it is necessary to identify each clone being
studied (what is the specie for each one); (2) what is the specie of the
control; (3) the equation used for obtaining the MAI could be added; (4) in
general MAI is reported as “volume per area per year” (m®halyr). Why this
parameter was not used in this manuscript?

Results: (1) The discussion of the results is very poor and not satisfactory,
needs to be improved; (2) it is impossible to follow the discussion of the
authors, since only they know what is the species of each clone; (3) the
discussion would be separated in two items, being first one the soil impact
followed by the wood species; (4) In graphics the author needs to add the
description of the axes;

There is no conclusion in the manuscript. The author needs to add a
conclusion for the manuscript.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

The raw material evaluated is very interesting, and really need many investigations
for discovering new opportunities for producing wood, in special aiming a more
rational utilization of biomass by the society. In this way it needs to be improved
according to the comments above.
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