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Page 1. Line 3. “some pathogenic fungi” is not clear and is better specified.
Page 1. Line 5 should read “..ailments such as cough....”

Page 1. Line 6 should read “...hemorrhoids, wounds and hookworms.”

Page 1. Line 8 should read “..at the Department of Plant Science, Modibbo.....
Page 1. Line 9-15. The sentences should be revised to cover all contributions from all
organization and mentioning the university only once is enough.

Page 1. Line 15-19. In all sentences, previous methods are referred to so all the
sentences should be combined to make it much more compact and repeated patterns
can be omitted.

Page 1. Line 19. How many replicates? This is significant because it reflects reliability.
Page 1. Line 23 should read “...tannins but without polysaccharides.”

Page 1. Line 28 should read “...extracts, the higher...”

Page 1. Line 34-35. The sentence is same as above [Line 5-6] so it should be revised.
Page 2. Line 1. The reference must be provided.

Page 2. Line 21 should read “...Department of Plant Science, Modibbo..”

Page 2. Line 24 should read “...into powder, weighed and....”

Page 3. Table 1. Column 1. Item 3 should read “Terpenoids”

Page 3. Line 6 should read “...[10] which shows that,.....”

Page 3. Line 7 should read “Terpenoids”

Page 3. Line 8 should read “...researchers such as [12] who reported that...”

Page 3. Line 12 should read “..shown in Table 2.”

Page 3. Line 12 and Table 2. This actually should be put in the form of graph which is
much clearer.

Page 3. Table 2. The heading should read The effects of Parkia....”

Page 3. Line 17. “..the higher the higher..” is wrong.

Page 3. Line 21 should read “..[14] who reported that...”
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