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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

Minor REVISION comments

Moringa oleifera should be italicised throughout the work
Line 5: Abstract not Abatract

INTRODUCTION

Line 24: “instead” should be removed

Line 24: statement not clear and not well presented

Line 34: “and” should be inserted after “ethanol” before “contains”

EXTRACTION PROCEDURE

It is suggested that volume measurement should be expressed in cm? instead of L and ml
Line 66: multiply instead of multiple

Line 66: percentage oil yield instead of percentage yield oll

PHYSICOCHEMICAL ANALYSIS

The formula for calculating each parameter not given (acid value....etc)

Line 100: vigorously shaken as against shaked vigorously

TABLE 2

Units for iodine and acid value not given

DISCUSSION
Line 128: “in” should be removed

REFERENCES

Line 160 and 169: same reference

Line 166: reference not captured in the main body of the work

Line 186: should be Gideon and Richardson 2010 in the main body not Gideon et al 2010
Line 202: Nweze and Nwafor 2014 not Nweze et al 2014

Optional/General comments

Good paper but the discussion is scanty. Some of the permissible or safe limit standards
should have been compared too.
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