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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. Lines 5, 87, 79 and others where they appeared should be written appropriately to reflect the scale: 50oC 60oC, 
70oC and 80oC. 
 
2. Wherever Aloe vera appears, it should be written in italic  
 
3. Line 81: 3600 second is appropriate 
 
4. The Nomenclature is not necessary after the keywords. However all the variables used should be clearly defined 

immediately they are  

used in any equation. By this, one can easily understand your equations. 
5. Where Tables and Figures are referred to, the Tables and Figures should be placed immediately they are referred 

to in paper to enhance the quality of the paper. Also, for better understanding by those who would read and use the 

papers subsequently.  

 
6. Results and Discussion:  

The majority of the papers cited to buttress your results are too old, except Pisalkar et al. (2010) for aloe vera. This 

means you did not do enough research to reflect new and advanced research work in this field. My advice is that, you 

should remove the old authorities and add more recent work that support your results. This observation applies to the 

entire Section: Results and Discussion. This section must be rewritten to bring out the relevance of your results/your 

contributions to this field.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. The paper is full of many redundancy. Please read through and remove sentences that are not necessary. That is, 
sentences that convey the same meaning but are repeated.  

 

Optional/General comments 
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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)  



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)  

  
 

 
 

 
Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Jackson Akpojaro 
Department, University & Country University of Africa, Nigeria 

 


