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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	The study has a useful experimental concept, but I would not recommend acceptance in its present form. The main concern is not the topic; it is the scientific consistency, reproducibility of methodology, and interpretation of the results.

The manuscript investigates fronds, petioles, piassava and tie-tie using soda pulping, bleaching, FTIR and handsheet characterization.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Spelling mistakes and grammatical errors observed in the article.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The title is generally relevant but should be grammatically improved. Suggested wording: “Production and Characterization of Pulp and Paper from Different Parts of the Raphia Palm Tree.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The abstract provides the objectives, pulping conditions and major findings, but it should more clearly state the experimental basis, key comparative results, and the main conclusion. The reported pulp yields should also be checked for consistency, particularly the bleached yields.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
Important methodological and data-related issues require clarification. In particular, the reported bleached pulp yields are higher than the corresponding unbleached yields, which requires correction or a clear explanation of the yield basis. The manuscript should also provide experimental replication/statistical analysis and more details of the soda pulping and bleaching conditions.

The yield inconsistency and insufficient methodological/statistical information. This is a stronger and more defensible reason for recommending major revision than simply citing language or presentation problems.

Major Revision Request (Pulp Yield Basis):
The bleached pulp yields reported in Table 2 (57.40%–81.62%) are higher than the unbleached pulp yields in Table 1 (44.18%–54.49%), which is physically impossible if both are based on the original oven-dry raw material.
The authors must:
1. Explicitly state in Section 2.3.1 that the bleached yield in Table 2 was calculated based on the starting mass of unbleached pulp rather than original raw biomass.
2. Recalculate and report the overall bleached pulp yield based on the initial oven-dry raw material (e.g., Petiole overall bleached yield is = 37.71 % , not 81.62%).
3. Revise the Discussion section accordingly, as statements claiming high retention of cellulose during bleaching based on 80%+ yields are factually inaccurate when referenced back to the raw biomass.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The references are generally relevant, but the literature review should include more recent studies on Raphia/non-wood fibre pulping, biomass valorization, bleaching, and paper properties. Reference formatting and botanical names should also be standardized and verified.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
No major ethical issues are apparent from the manuscript.
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