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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 
 

Abstract: I think it could be reworded a bit: put 
Coleoptera and Lepidoptera together in the results (i.e. 
underline low and high damage, vs. narrow and wide 
host ranges respectively). In the conclusion give a hint 
of eventual tradeoff between biocontrol and 
environmental safety issues.  
 
L26-32. It could be interesting to add a brief mention of 
the wider interest of the problem, which would likely 
add interest to your paper. Consider also the journal 
were you attempting to publish is called international.  
 
L86. Three replicates for each? I.e. 3 for insecticide 
protection and 3 for no protection?  
 
L95. Data collection of what? Is this relative to the 
experiment (2.2)? Clarify.  
 
L96. Better “Data were”; You might change “in a 
systematic sampling fashion” to “with a systematic 
sampling”.  
 
L97. “On each sampled plant, all leaves were counted 
as well as damaged ones.” Not clear. All healthy as 
well as damaged leaves? 
 
L97. What is a mound here? I searched on an 
agronomy dictionary and did not find it. You might 
consider using a different word.  
 

 
The abstract will be revised per reviewer’s 
comment 
 
 
 
 
 
L26-32 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes 3 reps. for each  
 
 
Agree, I need to make clear, it will be done  
 
 
Corrections well noted 
 
 
 
Agree, will clarify  
 
 
 
Mound is good English and denotes the 
heaped earth/soil in which seed yam is planted 
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L99-101. Veneer … is a Vernier caliper? Scored with a 
scoring scale? Showed > showing. Please consider 
checking English quality and clarity of this section (2.3).  
 
L104. I would say that the control is “protected” by 
insecticides, where no effect of herbivores could be 
found, not the opposite as you state. Anyway, state 
what is a control before, when you talk about 
treatments in L86.  
 
L110. Consider changing “documented” with recorded.  
 
L113. It does not matter if the lamp is rechargeable. 
Instead, you might state type and power of you lamp.  
 
L117. You are referring to a standard procedure that 
can be read where? Referetnce n. 17 is of little use as 
it has no title. Please, refer to a link where the report 
can be downloaded, or change ref to a published paper 
that can be eventually read.  
 
L118-119. “Feeding guilds were also determined”. 
How? Please make reference to the texts used to get 
information about specie biology, or what is pertinent.  
 
L125 “statistically” is superfluous. Consider cutting it.  
 
L133. Do you mean “Local communities”? I mean, 
human settlements?  
 
L137-138. So you did not consider those transient 
specimens? Please, state it.  
 
L134 and 139. I don’t understand coherence of the two 
sentences: only central with both wild and cultivated or 
what? Additionally, Table 1 does not help clarifying this 

 
Noted, will be effected 
 
 
 
 
Agree  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 

Noted   BPL Rechargeable LED Lantern     
L1000 (100 - 260 V ) Output: 8 V DC  

 Power  6 W 
 
 
Will give correct link/reference 
 
 
 
 
Noted, species biology studies was carried out 
as part of the study 
 
 
 
Noted and cut 
 
 
Yes 
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aspect. Table 1 should be corrected to clearly state 
where wild and cultivated Discorea were found.  
 
L151. Consider changing “admitted” to “stated”.     
 
L133-153. In general I don’t understand exactly what 
are you trying to say with this section (which should be 
numbered and titled, as it does not present the 
following sections). You might consider reorganizing 
presentation of results and try to work out a bit more 
what you want to say here. Did you find many insects 
or very few? You did not find insects on the wild plant? 
I think you should also state in the methods the effort in 
these surveys as number of men/days/nights.  
 
L155. Information presented here and in table 2 is not 
enough. State how many insects you found per plant 
and per insect species (stating also how many plants 
you searched with surveys). You need to provide an 
idea about how many insect were found per plant and 
per insect species so that a gradient of relative 
abundance could be inferred.  
 
L172-174. Some insects were encountered? State 
exactly how you searched for insects in the 
experimental plants, and how many insect you found 
as above. If you want to convince readers that you 
found some relevant insect for controlling the plant you 
need to state insect abundance and sampling effort. 
You might have got some problem with sampling (i.e. 
you found some damage but insects were absent). 
Consider revising the manuscript to state clearly these 
aspects. Additionally, you refer again to ref n. 17, which 
is of little use.  
 
L188-189. I think you cannot state this, as you 

 
considered transient specimens but only an 
explanation for insect’s inability to feed on it 
Agree, some sort of misunderstanding, will 
correct it but where wild and cultivated 
Discorea were found clearly stated beneath 
table.  
 
 
 
Noted 
 
Noted will clarify 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted will clarify 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Do not agree on relevant of species 
abundance. In some searches very few 
relevant species could be chanced upon 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6  

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

searched the plant exactly at the fringes of forests 
following major roads (L63-64). 
 
L192-194. I don’t think you showed data that allowed 
you to understand (not even guess) factors determining 
the low incidence of the aerial yam in Ghana.   
 
L203. Laboratory investigations? Where did you 
describe these?  
 
 
 
L214-216. You don’t have rodents in Florida? I don’t 
understand well the point here. Where are the data to 
state that rodents are biocontrol in Ghana? And why 
rodent effect should differ in Florida?  
 
L217- 218 Not convincing at all. If you had money to 
invest for the biocontrol of the species, given available 
knowledge, would you: 1) finance more search in other 
potentially native areas of the plant, or 2) evaluate 
environmental risk and spread the insects in Florida. I 
would go for the 2nd as I have the impression that you 
gathered some sparse preliminary knowledge. You 
could perhaps do some experiment to evaluate growth 
potential of the best biocontrol candidates. The 
manuscript is not convincing on these aspect.   
 
L 214-229. I don’t understand how this discussion 
pertains to this investigation. Discuss your surveys, 
your experiments, your data and the (many) limits of 
your study. This is going to be more useful for readers. 
I don’t think you can say much about biocontrol and 
selectivity of natural enemies of the plant right now. 
Consider also revising the whole manuscript as a short 
note to present the most important data gathered with 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ref n. 17 was wrong ref, will be corrected 
 
 
Agree will correct statement 
 
 
 
 
No data to that effect shown 
 
 
 
Laboratory investigations were carried out and 
crafted into a manuscript submitted to another 
journal 
 
 
Some farmers stated that rodents consume 
bulbils 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Experiment to evaluate growth potential of the 
best biocontrol candidates was conducted, 
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your effort.  
 
L240. Two Lepidoptera were easily reared? Did you 
describe a rearing experiment? Where? It is not very 
clear what is from your study and what is from 
something else. 
 
Table 1. Formatting is not clear.  
 
Table 2. “Specificity”: I missed what is and how was it 
measured in the text (y, b, x??). If absent add these 
info somewhere.  
 
Fig 1. Add some more info and try to preset a nicer 
map. What are the points? Samples or localities with 
plants? Not clear.  
 
Fig. 2. Check axes length, units, resolution. They are 
not well presented. Consider also putting % damaged 
in the y axes. Similar comments for all figures, which 
need to be considerably improved. You might consider 
cutting them and resting on significance of differences. 
 
Plate 4 and 5. Some pictures are blurred. 
I think more effort must be done to improve its 
presentation. 
 
I attempted to provide suggestions. 
 
I suggested as a short note could be given, 

have been submitted to another journal for 
publication  
 
 
 
 
 
 
I do not share in this opinion because as you 
have stated a lot of effort has been invested in 
the work 
 
 
 
Need to make clear in fact rearing experiment 
crafted into a manuscript on submission 
 
 
Have issues with formatting of table 1 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1 is clear and show sampling localities 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
Agree, best of photos so far (removed) 
 
Where? 
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Minor  REVISION comments 
 

Several comments are above. As the manuscript has to 
be seriously revised in major and minor aspects, I put 
all my comments within the compulsory revision 
comments.  

 
Comments will be addressed  

Optional /General  comments 
 

This manuscript is not well written (apart from the 
introduction). Method and results needs more 
specifications (as I attempted to explain in the 
compulsory revision comments). Discussion and 
conclusion go too far from what the study can actually 
tell, and the presentation is also confusing. I think more 
work need to be done on this preliminary investigation. 
The manuscript could be possibly shortened and 
presented as a short note. Indeed, there is some 
information in this investigation that could be useful for 
further surveys, but I don’t think you can tell much 
about natural enemies of Aerial yam. 

 
I do not agree entirely some corrections are 
however required  

   


