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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.


	Given the increasing interest in okra as both a nutritional and climate-resilient crop, detailed morphological grouping helps breeders identify promising genotypes for hybridization and selection; this study provides a structured Distinctness–Uniformity–Stability (DUS)–based characterization of 23 okra genotypes, which is valuable for crop improvement, germplasm management, and varietal protection programs. Although the work is primarily descriptive, it offers practical identification keys that could be useful for breeders, seed certifiers, and research institutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and reflects the intended purpose; however, the study is not genetic in the molecular sense—it is entirely morphological and based on quantitative DUS descriptors. The term “genetic characterization” may mislead readers into expecting molecular marker work. I suggest titles like “Morphological Characterization of Okra Genotypes Using Quantitative DUS Traits”

	

	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.


	The abstract summarizes the classification outcomes for each quantitative trait. However, the abstract reads mostly like a results table; it lacks a coherent narrative, context, and interpretation. It does not state the key findings (e.g., which genotypes are most distinct or promising).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The DUS methodology and quantitative descriptors align with PPV&FRA guidelines. However, the authors did not state any statistical analysis beyond descriptive grouping. The manuscript reports means, SEm, CD, and CV% in tables, but the text does not interpret or discuss statistical differences.

Also, methodological clarity is limited. The design (RCBD? number of replications?) is not explicitly stated.
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	Most references are older (1981–2012) with only two from 2019–2022. Modern okra breeding and genetic diversity literature (molecular, genomic, SNP-based, SSR-marker studies) is missing—these could strengthen the Introduction and Discussion. Also, no recent references on DUS testing or PPV&FRA updates.
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