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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 
 

 
Line 80 – this line is large as text matter is written in a table form, pl remove the text from 
the table so that all lines are seen with line numbers.  
 
Section 2.3 –authors are suggested to give details/ specifications of the equipment used for 
the Thermogravimetric Analysis. A reader may be interested to know about this.  
 
Line 81- something, may be figure or table is missing.  
Pl take care to check this and add if something is missing. 
 
Conclusion:  
Line 186- Literatures have shown that… Authors have compared the results only with 
references [8] and [9] both are about 20 years old and not available in the web to check the 
comparison, what the authors are calming.  I suggest authors to cite recent references to 
strengthen the paper.  
 
References: 
Reference [7]—the reference does not have page numbers etc. Check below is correct: 
The useful plants of west tropical Africa, Vols. 1-3 1995 No.2. ed. pp.976 ; 648 ; 868 pp. 
Suggested to add some more recent references 
 
After using some recent references, authors are suggested to rewrite the conclusions 
suitably. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Line 15- unsual -- is it unusual? Check spelling 
Line 19- Temperature is every common keyword. Suggestion—use Dates palm or African 
elemi, which is more suitable for the work 
Line 52- Palm date write as Date palm  
Line 65- Plate 1- write as Figure 
Line 76- Plate 2- write as Figure 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Good work.  
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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