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PART 1:Journal Name: British Journal of Applied Science & TechnologyManuscript Number: MS: 2012/BJAST/2298Title of the Manuscript: Proximate and Mineral Composition of a Non-Alcoholic Beverage Spiced With Aframomum melegueta
Extract Produced from Sorghum bicolor Stem Sheath.

PART 2:
FINAL EVALUATOR’S
comments on revised
paper (if any)

Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

1. Authorship-
 A third author wasintroduced in thisrevised paper
2. Introduction-
 This section isbulky.
 Paragraphs 1-3should be deletedas well as the lasttwo sentences ofparagraph four (4).
 The objectiveshould constitutethe last sentence ofthe last paragraph(see mymodification in therevised paper).
3. Materials and
methods
 The authors tried toeffect most of thesuggestions madeby me in theoriginal submission.
 However, it seemsto me that the flowdiagrams (figures 1& 2) are notoriginal to theseauthors and as suchI do not see itsrelevance here.
 A new subtitle-Statistical analysisshould be createdas 2.9. The last two(2) sentences of 2.6(now 2.8; Sensory

1. Authorship-
 The third author is one of my supervisors and played major role in the work. He washowever not around when I did the initial write-up which is the first manuscript sent. Hehas actively participated in the revision of the manuscript. Hence, the inclusion of hisname in the list of authors.
2. Introduction-
 This section is no more bulky.
 Paragraphs 1-3 have been deleted as well as the last two sentences of paragraph four (4).
 The objectives now constitute the last sentence of the last paragraph.
3. Materials and methods
 The flow diagrams (figures 1 & 2) have been removed but the process is howeverdescribed in the text.
 A new subtitle- Statistical analysis has been created as 2.9. The last two (2) sentences of2.6 (now 2.8; Sensory evaluation) has been moved to constitute part of 2.9. Methodologyfor the analyses of pH, TTA, proximate and mineral contents of poporo  have beendescribed.
4. Results and Discussion
 The issues raised in the original paper have been addressed. The raw data for the workwas revisited and some re-calculation done. This is responsible for the variance in Table 3.
5. ReferenceAgarry et al. (2010).........International Research Journal of Microbiology has been corrected.
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evaluation) shouldbe moved toconstitute thecomponent of thisof 2.9. Methodologyfor the analyses ofpH, TTA, proximateand mineralcontent of poporoshould bedescribed.
4. Results and
Discussion
 These vehementlyrefused to addressthe issues I raisedin the originalpaper submission.
 None of the querieswere addressed. Isuggested that theauthors should gothrough theobservations Imade andmeticulouslyaddress thosepoints.
 The data in Table 3is obviously atvariance with thoseof the initialsubmission.
5. ReferenceAgarry et al.(2010).........International
Research Journal of
Microbiology


