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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback(Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

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

	This manuscript is significant as it provides a reliable characterization of okra accessions across production cycles, highlighting phenotypic stability and variability. The use of UPOV-based DUS descriptors with robust statistical analyses strengthens varietal identification and registration processes. The findings offer practical value for breeders and germplasm management, supporting informed selection in crop improvement programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Alternative title: Phenotypic Variability and Stability of Okra Accessions Assessed Through DUS Descriptors
	

	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.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Please clarify:Why Fisher block design was preferred over RCBD (brief justification) and Environmental differences between the two cycles (temperature/rainfall summary would help contextualize cycle effects).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the references are sufficient and relevant
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	

· Several sentences are grammatically awkward, especially in:
· Discussion of hierarchical classification
· Phenological variability paragraphs



	

	Optional/Generalcomments

	
Minor revision required
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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