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Compulsory REVISION comments

Title: The word “traditionals” should be in singular form (i.e. traditional).

Line 21: Replace the word “more” with “Also”

Line 27: Delete letter “s” from phytochemicals

Line 28: Delete the words “in one hand”

Line 29: Delete the first word “there”

Line 55: State the room temperature

Line 59: Association of official analytical chemist’'s Method [12] should be written as
Association of Official Analytical Chemists’ Methods [12].

2.2.2 Chemical Composition: Numbering for references 14, 15, 16, 17, 19 and 20 do not
tally with the names in reference section. Why?

2.2.4: Day and Underwood (Line 86) is not in the reference section

2.2.5: Statistical method used was faulty. For two samples, t-test should have been used
instead of ANOVA stated in the text

Results
e Table 1: Proximate composition of H. sabdariffa should be 100 as against 102.01
(i.e. protein + Lipid + Ash + fiber + carbohydrate).
e The value of carbohydrate (56.52%) in line 108 does not tally with the value on
Table 1
Line 113: “Proximate composition” should be replaced with “Physico-chemical properties”
because of the inclusion of pH
Line 115: “Proximate composition” should be replaced with “parameters”
Lines 120-123: Recast the sentence using the appropriate word “higher” or “lower” than to
compare the minerals.
Lines 131-133: Recast the sentence using the appropriate words “higher than” or “lower
than”.
Line 109: The protein content was higher in ...
Line 111: Ash content was lower in... (Delete “relatively weak”).
Line 130: Correct “antinutriment” to read “antinutrient”
Line 145: Delete the words “some nutritional content” and replace with the specific
nutrients that are close to reported values.
Line 152: “other relative diseases” should read “other related diseases”
Line 156-157: Recast the sentence that starts with “The higher value of protein...” and
delete the word “secondary”
Line 159: “Lower to” should read “lower than”
Line 167: The first sentence is meaningless and reference quoted [24] is not related (ie
has nothing to do with minerals). Recast.
Line 189: “They played....” should read “They pray”
Line 286: Reference No. 32 has no year of publication

Minor REVISION comments

Correctall P =0.05toread P = .05

Optional/General comments

The study just provides additional information to what is in the literature as a lot of work had
been published on the nutritional value of the two leaves.
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