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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 

 

 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

- The authors must check the keywords. Try to avoid the 

same words as in the title (e.g. cassava) 

- Please check the grammatical aspects of the manuscript. 

Some mistakes, although small, must be corrected. 

 

Introduction 

Line 18 – “It has...” ??? 

Line 19 and 20- Use a more recent reference. Values may 

have significantly changes since 2006. 

Line 25 – “Agro ecologies...”   “Agro ecosystems”???? 

Line 29- “use cultivars as part of...” 

 

Methods 

The authors stated that the genotypes came from KARI. 

However, a few more information about where the 

experiment was carried out (Institute/University, lab) 

would be included in the text. 

 

Results 

The UPGMA clustering shows a good distinction of 

different cassava groups. However, the PCoA  shows 

genotypes from the groups I and V (KMA1 and WP and 

KME1) in the same coordinate. Isn’t it contradictory? 

 

Discussion 

Maybe the discussion could be a bit more detailed. Not all 

data presented in the results are sufficiently approached 
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in this section. For example, data from the PCoA is not 

explored in the discussion. What is the relevance of 

having presented these results? How do they 

complement/disagree data from other figures ? 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

The manuscript unravels genetic diversity in some 

cassava genotypes, which is an important step in defining 

strategies for crop breeding programmes. In general, the 

language used and the information presented are 

straightforward, which is a positive aspect in the 

manuscript. The methodology was carefully described 

and the results are important, especially if used for 

subsequent steps of breeding and selection process in 

cassava. 

Some minor comments are detailed above. 
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