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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

Specific Comments

1. Abstract

Lines 12-14 and Line 18: Remove the brackets for the
range of values.

2. Introduction

Line 24: Change ‘other nutritive value saccharide’ into
‘other nutritive oligosaccharides’

Line 26: Change ‘fruits such as grapes’ to ‘a wide variety
fruits’

Line 29: Change ‘dry solid substances without in anyway’
to ‘dry solid substances without’

Line 30: Change the sentence to “This advantage has
enabled its widespread use in a range of industrial------
Line 37: Change to ‘by an enzyme conversion or a
complete enzyme hydrolysis’

Line 41: Change ‘Acid hydrolysis has had’ to ‘Acid
hydrolysis had’.

Line 42: Change to “enzymatic process as the former
required corrosion--------
Line 43: Change ‘salt ash content’ to ‘residual salt
content’

Line 44: Enzymes — Enzyme

Line 47: Change the sentence to: Although glucose syrup
is not abundantly produced in Nigeria, most ----- “

Line 49: Delete ‘being’

Line 53: Change as “aim of the study was”.

Line 58: wee — were

Line 62: Change to “Water was changed every 8h”
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Line 63: 48 hours — 48h

Line 71: Change “different samples of produced glucose
syrup” to ‘different samples of glucose syrup’.

Lines 76-78: Table 1

Column 3: Express the weight of sweet potato flour also
in ‘g’ for better clarity as: 750, 625, 500, 375 and 250

Column 4: Decimals put three places uniformly for all
values.

Column 5: Decimals put two places uniformly for all
values.

Column 6: Ratio of SM to SPF

1:6.6 for Glucose syrup B may be corrected as 1:6.58
Lines 81-98: Since all the methods adopted are from
Onwuka (2005), these shall be clubbed under one sub-
head as:

2.4. Analytical methods

The various parameters like moisture, ash, dextrose
equivalent, acid content, pH and brix value were
determined by the methods described by Onwuka
(2005).

Results and Discussion

Lines 102-103: Bring Table 2 also under Results and
Discussion section.

Line 105-106: Change as : “The results showed that
significant differences existed between moisture and ash
contents, dextrose equivalent, pH as well as acid contents
of the five samples, except the brix values, where no
significant difference was noticed’.

Lines 114-125:

References cited like Hug et al.,, 1993 (Line 116), Chinaka,
1997 (Line 119) and Walter et al. 2000 (Line 125) have
no relevance to the statement of results from this
particular study. Authors should try to correlate their
results with those of previous workers on the specific
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findings.

Line 118: Include, Table citation as (Tables 2&3)

Line 129: What is the point in including the citation Aba
et al,, 2004 for this result? Recast the Results &
Discussion section, including relevant reported findings,
even though it is for alternative crops such as cassava or
cereals.

Line 128: Change ‘would slightly’ to ‘would be slightly’.
Line 132: Change are to were.

Noted

Noted

Noted
Noted

Minor REVISION comments

As indicated above for grammatical corrections

Optional /General comments

The manuscript contains only a small piece of
information and hence shall be accepted as a ‘short note’
only. There are a number of corrections, which shall be
incorporated before acceptance.
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