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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 
 

  This manuscript entitled “Extraction of Cellulose Nanocrystals (NCC) from Cotton 
Waste and Morphology of NCC Obtained with Different Alkali Neutralization”, reports 
interesting data and results, which were obtained by means of simple and well 
applied methods. 
  Nevertheless, the abovementioned manuscript cannot be published in its present 
version, and it needs of a major revision according to the following comments: 

(1) Authors should re-write their manuscript and correct/improve appropriately 
the English syntax; the present version of this manuscript under 
consideration is not well followed. 

(2) Authors forgot to refer and complete the appropriate section with the 
Materials used in their manuscript; this section should be completed 
accordingly. 

(3) The Abstract of the manuscript is almost the same as the Conclusions; 
therefore, authors should take into take account the distinguished 
informative role of these two crucial parts of a manuscript 

  Overall: The manuscript is not well written and followed, and it gives the 
impression of a premature and not ultimate work. Therefore I suggest a major 
revision of the manuscript before its publication in the journal “Current Journal of 
Applied Science and Technology” 
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