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 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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
 

1. Yes, the manuscript provides crucial insights into pathogens causing postharvest rot in 
white yam tuber, aiding food security and economic stability in yam- producing areas 

 
2. Yes, the current title is suitable as it accurately reflects the study’s focus. 

 
3. The abstract is comprehensive, summarizing the study’s objectives, methods, key findings 

and significance effectively. 
 

4. Yes, the manuscript’s structure with clear subsections for each part of the study, ensures a 
logical flow and readability. 

 
5. The manuscript is scientifically sound, employing rigorous methods and statistical analysis 

to support its findings. 
 

6. The references are sufficient and relevant, though including more recent studies from the 
past five years would enhance the manuscript’s currency. 
 
 

Include suitable photos and consider adding more recent references to ensure the study is 
contextualized within the latest research developments in the field. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
 
The English quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but it could 
benefit from some revisions for conciseness. Some sections are overly verbose, particularly in the 
detailed descriptions of results and rot severity (after Table 3 and sections 3) contain repetitive and 
detailed numerical data that could be summarized more succinctly. 
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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