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Compulsory REVISION
comments

I think the manuscript is interesting and could be published after a general review.

The weakness of the manuscript is the lack of discussion of their results. Results and
discussion section is only an exposition of results. I think that authors should discuss
their results based on the general principle of comparing their results with previous
research. Discussion of results should be included.

Section 2.1 could be interesting but citations are needed. Please include the citations
of the formulas.

Minor REVISION comments

The manuscript has severe problems with the conversion from the text processor to the
PDF file (or otherwise). I highlighted a lot of portions of the manuscript (comments in a

PDF) where two words were united and must include a space. Also, other sections of the
manuscript should omit spaces, subscripts were omitted, etc.

Include the scientific name (Genus species, Authority) the first time Okra was cited. You
could also include the scientific name in the title of the manuscript.

I suggest the fusion of figures 1-5 into a block of plots for a better visual comparison of
dosage effects.

Check the references guidelines because some manuscripts include the name of the article
(e.g., [1]) and other manuscripts omitted that information (e.g., [9]).

Optional/General comments
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