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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 
 

Lines 15-23:  
The description given within this space could not have been 
novel to the extent that the author(s) did not reference the 
section. References are needed for completeness within lines 
15-23. 
 
Lines 47-48:  
At what ratio of plant powder to solvent was the extraction 
carried out? Or could any amount serve? Maceration for 
phytochemical extraction is normally carried out with 
occasional shaking and/or stirring. Why did the author(s) 
ignore this? Why was the maceration allowed to run for as 
long as 7 days in a batch system? Is the decay of the plant 
material not possible over such length of time? 
 
Lines 101-103: 
What is the explanation for this observation? 
 
Fig.1: The line on the x-axis should be mage legible. 
 
Page 133-135: Give a molecular explanation to what 
happened. It is no longer not just enough to say ‘what 
happened’, but also ‘molecularly why it happened’. 
 
Page 135: “that” in that line should be replaced with “than” 
 
Lines 149-150: “. . . Ea for the leaf extract were higher than 
the Ea value of the blank” What is responsible for this? How 
will this affect the corrosion of the metal? 
 

 
Done. 
 
 
 
 
Since this work was not for  quantitative 
analysis of extract obtained, any suitable ratio 
could be used, provided the solvent  was in 
excess. 
The mixture was stirred once daily.  
Previous work show that better yield of extract 
was obtained in 7 days compared to 5 days or 
less. 
The leaves sample did not decay because it 
was dried, not fresh. Additionally, the ethanol 
used as solvent also served as a preservative. 
Observation explained. Done. 
 
Done. 
 
 
Done. 
 
 
Done. 
 
Explanation offered. Done. 
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Fig. 3: The labelling on the axes in this figure is not legible 
and should be improved upon. 
 
Lines 164-165: “The positive values of ΔS°ads in the presence 
of the leaf extract indicate an increase in the disorderliness of 
the extract on aluminium surface”. Positive values of ΔS°ads is 
known to be the principal force for the adsorption of the 
inhibitor onto metal surfaces. Authors to reconcile the 
statement in lines 164-165 with practical reality. 
 
Fig. 4: The labelling on the axes in this figure is not legible 
and should be improved upon. 
 
Conclusion: “ . . . leaf extract could be a relatively good 
inhibitor . . .” since the inhibition efficiency obtained was less 
than 85%. 

  
Done. 
 
 
 
 
 
Explanation given. Done. 
 
 
 
 
Done. 
 
 
 
Done. 

Minor REVISION comments   

Optional/General comments 
 

The Adsorption and Inhibition Effect of Eremomastax 
polysperma Leaf Extract on Aluminium Corrosion in Acidic 
Medium was studied by the authors following to a large extent 
standard methods. 
Kinetic studies were not conducted/reported. 
Also, electrodynamic and electrochemical impedance 
spectroscopy analyses were not reported by the authors. 
 

Evaluation of kinetic parameters was not the 
focus of this work. 
 
There are several methods of corrosion testing. 
Weight loss and hydrogen evolution methods 
were used for this work. The reviewer’s 
comment is noted. 

 
 
 


