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Compulsory REVISION comments Introduction: concise and clear.

2.0 Materials and Methods
Fresh Ribesnigrumwas bought from terminus market located at Jos, Plateau State, Nigeria in June 2017

- why June ? and not other season ? dry season ? wet season ? justify , please
2.1 Plant extraction
About 20g of fresh Ribesnigrumwas washed under running water properly and the seeds were removed manually, and then the fleshy part of
the fruit was homogenized using an electrical blender and macerated with 75ml of ethanol for 15 minutes and then filtered through Whatman
No 1 filter paper. The filtrate was condensed using rotary evaporator and the extract was stored at 4°C.
Why this extractor/solvent ? if you use other condition... in 70% ethanol (source ? Merck, aldrich ? purity ? ). A maceration is
normally do it by weeks. Please, review your extraction conditions.
2.2 Phytochemical Screening (Qualitative)

You are clear, qualitative, but not quantitative. All these tests are very preliminary. They are used normally in pharmacognosy
undergraduate courses. Unfortunately, you have "only" a idea of the compaosition your extract. Besides, qualitative tests are
unprecise. Ethanol is not a good solvent for some tests you did (it is a solubility question). Please, review that.

Discussion: The argumentation is totally correct, but the experimental evidences do not help us to conclude all these results.

5 Conclusion: Modest, please improve it

REFERNCES: | would like to see more references from 2015-2018... certainly they can help you to ratify more all your

argumentations.
Tables: Table 2: Percentageconcentration (mean+ SD) and wavelength of quantified phytochemicals
if you use %, please , your accuracy cannot be so good.

Final comments: The idea of this work is very good, but the experimental part is very modest. The argumentation is good. The
references are consistent, but they need to be updated. This work has a good potential, but a chromatographic analysis is
necessary to affirm with more consistence all results.
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