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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 
 

 
It is suggested to add two more keywords. 

 
The introduction should be more thorough with more rich references. 

 
In the methodology it is recommended a greater detail of the processes used as for 
example the lipid extraction method, protein extraction method and the equipment used in 
its determination. Also in the methodology should be described the method of obtaining the 
flours of the two varieties of yam, the reducing sugar method, the method of obtaining the 
ashes and detailing further evaluation of the functional properties of yam flour. 

 
In conclusion there is a need to cite proteins due to the important biochemical bond with 

carbohydrates (starch) and their solubility and viscosity performance. 
 

 
 
All the corrections mentioned by the reviewer have been done accordingly. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/Generalcomments 
 

The study has significant scientific relevance.  
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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