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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

In my candid opinion rationale for the research work is good. But, in order to improve the quality of this paper; 

thorough revision should be done as follows; 

1. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was not reported so as to ascertain the effects of parameters evaluated on 

okra seed and their implications 

2. Discussion was not mechanistic enough, practically all citations corroborated the contributors findings. 

Therefore, implications of the results obtained should be explicated extensively. 

3. The conclusion did not support the hypothesis provided in the work. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1.  

1. I have reservations with formulae included in the paper, seems not readable enough and should be re-

written. 

2. I noticed that results and discussion as well as conclusion were numbered, I don’t know, if it is the style of 

the Journal 
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2. Engineering relevance: 
        Acceptable 
 
3. Scientific relevance: 
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4. Completeness of the work: 
        Marginal 
 
5. Support of the work by other references: 
        Marginal 
 
 
6. Organisation of the manuscript: 
        acceptable 
 
7. Clarity in writing, tables, graphs and ilustrations: 
        Good 
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