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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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.


	I think it is important and interested topic in this field to introduce the verities of Peanut and detection of their diseases that can contribute the scientific community well. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is perfect and right title for the article.
	

	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.


	There are the following issues:

1. The abstract is very lengthy and should be reduced.

2. Units should be written in the standard system (e.g., 4.55 kg and 4.40 kg for 11.7 m²).

3. Suggestions should not be included in the abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes it is.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes they are very recent.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The overall quality of English is clear and suitable for publication, with only minor revisions needed for more fluency.
	

	Optional/General comments


	•
The paper is clear and well structured, but recheck some terminology of the field to be standardized.

•
The results contain a lot of numerical details that could be put in a clear tables/figures instead of long text.

•
The abstract could make stronger through condensing it to highlight the main findings.

•
Recheck the References and cited in the text that should be the same (e.g., Barbossa (2021) in the text and Baborska, R. (2021) in references).

•
The introduction part is a good context, but little long. It means should be more focus on the research problem than production statistics. 

•
Should not use commas in decimals (5,71) in table 1.

•
Recheck some unites (e.g., yields are reported as 4,700 kg on 11 m² ), may needs correction.

•
Recheck the Peanut's disease. In Figures 10–14 mentioned the “Sigatoka,” but Sigatoka is a banana leaf disease, not peanut. 

•
Some part of text in introduction should be supported with references (e.g., It contains 48-50% fat, 26-28% protein and is rich in fiber, minerals and vitamins).
•
Some DOIs are missing for recent articles.
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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