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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	It is important for  the scientific community to know resistance to pests in sweet potato. However, the write up of this study is very poor and methodology used is arguable aand not accurate. For example the check varieties should have nominal value for its resistance ( in discussion) and should be a variety tested and proved previously and the previous study should be quoted in the discussion, otherwise it is not valid. Moreover the scale author used for comparison is also little vague wwhich is not the basic concepts in research
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	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
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	Need to rerite the article keeping in mind the accuracy in mind, especially the methodology used which is very unclear here for comparative purposes . Ex. Improved released variety (check 1) is unclear because it should have tested and proved previously. Scales used for comparison is very unclear
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