Title
Page 1, Line 1: The sweet potato is a root andnober. Suggestion — replace the word tuber
with root

Page 1, Line 2: Rewrite a@pomeoa batatas [L.] Lam)

Abstract

Page 1, Line 8: Replace the word tuber (when dreetfo the sweet potato) with root throughout
the manuscript

Page 1, Line 18: Pitstorage — correct this witlrcapma

Page 1, Line 20: Plotshad — correct this with Spaci

Page 1, Line 20: Storagethan — correct this wittsy

Introduction

Page 1, Lines 7-10: to investigate the respons#seajrowth, yield and tuber market quality of
two varieties of sweet potatéyfomuden and Okumkom) to chicken manure and inorganic
mineral fertilizers.

Page 2, Lines 34-35: to determine the fertilizgimes for optimum yield and tuber quality in
sweetpotato. Suggestion, authors should writ®@kijectives consistently in abstract and text.
Page 2, Line 43: Spell out acronym upon firs usSA® / UNESCO

Page 2, Line 46: Delete (4)

Page 2, Line 45-49: Please rephrase sentencdoitgsand difficult to read

Page 2, Line 50: Delete (2)

Page 2, Lines 49-51: The decomposed and driedemigclanure was applied and worked into
the soil... the authors need to describe the appmicaates

Page 2, Lines 55-56: Walkey and Black and Kheldagthods — Authors should reference these
and give a brief description of what was done.

Page 2, Lines 56-57: Similarly, authors shouldrezfee these methods and briefly describe
(Bray’s method and exchangeable cations was datethby flame emission photometry).
Authors should break the methods section into papdgs for easier reading.

Page 2, Line 60: and sugar analysis using... appsatsough a word is missing here

Page 2, Line 61: Novex- Holland — put in parenthéisiackets)



Page 2, Lines 61-62: Additionally, sweet potatasamere randomly selected after three months
storage from each of the storage method for simaitalysis. The authors need to clearly state the
storage methods used, cannot see that yet.

Page 2, Line 62-63: The samples were shreddedwéter plastic grater and made to pass
through a 0.2 mm mesh. Delete plastic grater.

Page 2, Lines 63-64: 10.0 g of each sample waggl@ca cheese cloth and a few drops of the
sap squeeze out and slowly onto... check for grammar.

Page 3, Line 66: sample (in Brix) — should be degi&rix using the symbol

Page 3, Line 67-69: For the determination of stattud refractive indices obtained from the
samples were compared to a standard $oadetain accurate values, that is the percentaggsm
of the starch was read from a chart correspondirige value of refractive index... This
standard scale needs to be referenced, whose $takt?are the underlying principles of such a
scale etc.?

Page 3, Line 74 and page 6, Line 124: Why are Babkend 2 appearing so long after they were
first mentioned, and the information in Table 2 svitgpart of the experiment, why is it under
results? Authors should clarify this.

Page 4, Lines 82-83: made up_of seven organic reaand fertilizer rates and the control

(without any amendment) and two sweet potato vasetas assigned to each block... The
authors need to clearly state these.

Page 5, Line 108: Data Analysis was done using XN@nd GenStat Release 9.2
(PC/Windows XP) statistical package. Cite Genftaperly. What type of ANOVA was used?

Results & Discussion
In general, the tables do not carry standard dewvisior errors, can they be included? Also,
there are no indications of significant differenaeghese tables. They should be included.

Authors should try to condense and join some otdbées, they are so many.

Conclusion

Page33, line 508: Check spacing - contentfarmers



