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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

This Ms is worthy enough to publish in JEAI with minor corrections.  
 

1. For any RAPD work, the sample size should be at least 20. But here only three 
samples have taken for each accession. Is it enough, the authors should clarify. 

2. The highlighted regions should be modified in the body text. 
3. All references should be re-check and modify based on the journals format. 

 
 

1. I am not aware that there is a minimum sample size for RAPD work. 
However, the major work was to comparatively study the local 
accessions of okra in the immediate environments of the place where 
the research was conducted. And this was done comparatively with 
improved varieties which could be referred to as standard(s) when 
compared with other biological research works 
 

2. The highlighted regions have all been modified and highlighted in 
yellow. They include use of DNA in place of dna, Table in place of 
table, and Figure in place of figure. 
 

3. The references have been re-checked and modified based on the 
journal’s format to the best of my knowledge. 
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As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 

 

Kindly see the following link:  

 

http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20  
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