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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 
 

1. The methodology and the results obtained from the study matched sufficiently with the 
objectives of the study. 

2. How did you condition your papers after production? Does the conditioning process 
have any effect on the brightness of the papers? 
 
 

3. Would you like to study the colour stability of the papers over a certain period of time? 
Effect of light and humidity? Perhaps, degradation of the wood flour in paper could 
impact the quality of the paper. 

4. Could you please give a line of opinion on the physical feel of the hand sheets if they 
differ from one another? 

 
Conditioning was done by TAPPI test method T 402 sp-08, “Standard 
conditioning and testing atmospheres for paper, board, pulp handsheets, and 
related products” as mentioned in Section 2.1. Paper properties were not 
affected.  
 
This is a good suggestion. I have added it to Section 3.6 Suggestions. 
 
 
The produced paper did not have any different physical feel then the 
produced paper containing the commercial filler products.=> Added to 
Conclusion Section. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Line 389: ‘’Wood flour’’ not ‘’Wood flower’’ 

 

 
Corrected. 

Optional/General comments 
 

  

 
PART  2:  
 

 

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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
NONE 
 

 
 
 
 

Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript? 
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