
 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

 
Journal Name: British Journal of Applied Science & Technology 

Manuscript Number: 2014_BJAST_14095   

Title of the Manuscript:  Estimation of Nutritional and Starch Characteristics of Dioscorea alata (Water Yam) Varieties 

Commonly Cultivated in the South-Eastern Nigeria 

Type of the Article Original Research Article 

 

 

 

General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is 

scientifically robust and technically sound. 

To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 

 

(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline) 

 

 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

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 

 

1. Although the mineral content in D. alata are not 

relatively high, the conclusion on line 211-214 

can’t be obtained from the presented data of this 

manuscript. 

 

Yes, it is not relatively high and that was why we 

advocated for cultivation of improved varieties. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. Line 201-202, is there any reference for this 

description. 

2. Line 139-140, “…no significant difference in the 

fiber…”. The data showed in Table 1, there still a and 

b between some varieties. 

3. Typos: 

(1) Line 48, Dioscorea “spp.” 

(2) Line 64, Cultivars of D. alata possess higher 

“contents” 

(3) The scientific name of all yam mentioned in 

manuscript should be italic. 

1. Ref 41 

2. Corrected. 

 

 

 

3. Corrected 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


