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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	This study identifies the best okra varieties for the specific climate of Southeast Kordofan. It proves that autumn planting yields significantly more crops than winter planting. These findings help local farmers choose the right seeds to improve food security and income. It serves as a practical guide for vegetable production in semi-arid regions
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title should be more concise, such as: "Growth and Yield Performance of Okra Cultivars under Autumn and Winter Conditions in South East Kordofan, Sudan"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It needs to include specific statistical values for growth parameters and a clearer explanation for the drastic yield decline observed in the winter season.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	There are major data contradictions between the text and tables regarding yield values, and some reported results lack corresponding discussion in the text
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Several citations are decades old, and many lack consistent formatting or complete publication details.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	
1. There are major inconsistencies between the yield figures reported in the Abstract and those listed in the Results and Conclusion sections.

2. The manuscript fails to document the specific source of the improved cultivars (Green Gard, Pusaswani, foriegn spiny, Kararri spineless) or confirm the use of Material Transfer Agreements (MTAs).

3. The lack of alignment between the tables and written text regarding statistical significance and final productivity values raises concerns about the accuracy of the findings.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	While the field study in South Kordofan is relevant, the paper contains critical data contradictions between the Abstract and the Results section regarding yield values. Furthermore, there is lack of transparency concerning the source of the improved cultivars and numerous technical errors.

Major comments: 
1. Abstract should be rewritten. It contains lot of brackets! It looks unconventional. I suggest the authors to make the abstract a mini story or summary of the gap, results, discussion, and takeways.
2. The introduction is completely unclear. Its not properly organized. It should cover the purpose of the study- no comparatice literature review, no research gap, no objectives. I suggest to rewrite the entire manuscript.
3. There is a significant discrepancy between the text and the tables regarding yield. In the Abstract and Conclusion, you state "Green Gard" yield was 2.87 ton/ha in autumn. However, in the Conclusion section, author lists it as 0.32 ton/ha. You must double-check all calculations and ensure the numbers in the written discussion match your data tables exactly.
4. section (3.1 to 3.5) covers height, leaves, diameter, and yield, but it completely skips the "Days to 50% flowering" data shown in your tables. Since this is a key phenological trait, you should add a brief section discussing which varieties flowered earlier and why that matters for Sudan’s seasons.
5. Section 3.2, you state there were no significant differences in the number of leaves. However, in the Abstract, author claim the varieties had significant differences in plant height, number of pods, and fruit yield. While these aren't technically the same trait, the Results section overall feels a bit disconnected from the broad claims made in the Abstract. Ensure the Abstract only highlights traits that actually showed statistical significance (p < 0.05).
6. Much of your "Results and Discussion" section simply describes the numbers (e.g., "Variety A was taller than Variety B"). To make this a strong research paper, you need more "Why."

Minor comments:
1. Ensure italic style in case of scientific name in the entire manuscript.
2. The variables should be italic, for example p  in the ANOVA statistics.
3. There are several spelling errors throughout, such as "A belomoschus esculantus" (should be Abelmoschus esculentus) and variety names like "Greengard" vs "Green grad" vs "Green Gard". Consistency is key.
4. Table 1: CV is 1.o8!.lack of proof reading before submission.
5. You describe the experimental site twice in sections 2.1 and 2.9 with nearly identical wording. You can merge these into one concise paragraph to improve the flow.
The references should be as per the journal guidelines.
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