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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

After the scientific name of the title ( Common Name 

) is included 

Abstract –should not be all CAPS 

The mineral elements were analyzed – delete 

Mineral .. . The mineral analysis of the leaves showed 

sodium –should not be capitalized 

Introduction – should not be capitalized 

Methodology – should not be all CAPS 

2.1 Sample Collection – not all CAPS 

Line 56 and 67 Add more sentences because the 

paragraph contains only one sentence 

2.2 Preparation of Extracts – should not be all CAPS 

2.3 Proximate Analysis – should not be all CAPS . 

Enumerate the tests included 

2.3.2 Determination of Ash Content should not be all 

CAPS 

Crucibles were  thoroughly washed. . . The empty 

crucibles were then . . . The pre-weighed crucible was  

. . . Crucible and its content were reweighed . . . The 

percentage ash content was calculated 

2.3.3 Determination of Fibre Content – should not be 

all CAPS  
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2.3.5 Determination of Total Carbohydrate – not all 

CAPS 

2.4 Mineral Content – should not be all CAPS 

2.4.1 Sample Digestion – not all CAPS 
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with the above procedures 

3 Results and Discussion – not all CAPS 

Make an introductory statement before presenting 

the Tables. After Table 1 discuss the results to be 

followed by Table 2 and the discussion should follow 

Conclusion should not be all CAPS 

References – should not be all CAPS 

The references are not alphabetically arranged it 

should appear in the chrononlogical order cited. The 

old references should be replaced with new ones 

Minor REVISION comments Indent the paragraphs  

Optional/General comments   
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