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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

The manuscript contained useful information on seed compositions of sheanut
and cocoa. However, the manuscript has multiple flaws:

1- It looks like the authors conducted the experiment for one year (season)
only. This type of experiments needs at least two-year data because of the
changes in the yearly environmental factors, especially temperature and
rainfall. These environmental factors can influence seed composition profile
significantly.

2- Materials and Methods: This section should include details about which year
the experiment was conducted, field conditions, soil properties, details about
field management, and so on. None of these were indicated.

3- Weather data (temperatures and rainfall) should be included.

4- Experimental design and statistical analyses are not included (this section is
crucial for the evaluation of similarities and differences in seed composition
properties.

If the authors are willing to address these components and conduct the
experiment for another year, include proper analyses of the data, the author
can re-submit their manuscript again for review. Publishing this manuscript as
is, would lower the quality of the journal and loose high quality researchers to
submit their work to the journal. | appreciate the opportunity, and please let me
know if you have questions. My editings/remarks are indicated on the
manuscript, and are attached in my email.

The experiment was conducted in
the year 2010; it has been indicated
in the manuscript. All other
comments /suggestions have been
put in place in the manuscript.

Minor REVISION
comments

My remarks/editing’s indicated on the manuscript (pdf file.

Option al/General
comments

Yes. Please refer to the above comments (Materials and Methods,
experimental design and statistical analyses).
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