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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 
 

Strengths 

 Relevant and necessary due to research merits 
 Reflects the work 

The Title is ambiguous: 
 The word sweet potato represents both the crop/plant and the tuber yield. 
 Thus, you need to be specific since your interest is not all tuber or root as a crop but, as a root yield. 
 So add an adjective “tuber yield” to “yield, which reads as “tuber yield”, so the reader can easily understand which yield 
your title, is referring. 

Missed of administrative locations(at where??) 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Required moderate edition  
Lacks of  concluded the sweet potato accessions of the study site as if they were lacking eg:- x, w, s,  and z  accessions  
 

 Misuse unit, if interest change units  
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Minor edition  

1. Follow research guideline 

2. Check authors [,,,] in body and reference part(uncompleted are there) 

3. the  objective varied in abstract and in main body b/c not important  

4. Do methodology part again particularly sampling technique 

5. You should acknowledge authors 

6. Come with brief results and discussion 

7. Show your research gap clearly 
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feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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