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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Detailed Comments:

1. The germination rate for variety 55-437 was extremely low (5.71%) compared to others. Did you investigate possible causes such as seed storage conditions, genetic issues, or pathogen contamination?

2. The yield values are presented (e.g., 4,700 kg on 11 m²), but these numbers seem unrealistic when scaled to hectares. Clarify the units, calculation method, and conversion to standard yield metrics (kg/ha or t/ha)?

3. Disease identification was based only on symptomatology. Why were no confirmatory diagnostic techniques (microscopy, molecular tools, or pathogen isolation) used to validate pathogen identity?

4. The split-plot design is described, but statistical methods for data analysis are not detailed. Which statistical tests were applied to evaluate significance among treatments?

5. The study discusses yield and biomass differences but does not quantify statistical variability (e.g., error bars, standard deviations, or p-values). Kindly provide these to strengthen reliability?

6. The discussion mainly compares fertilizer effects but does not adequately connect disease incidence with yield loss. How did specific diseases correlate with yield reduction in each variety?

7. The study highlights organic fertilizers (cow dung, compost), but did you assess their nutrient composition before application? Differences in nutrient content may explain performance variations.

8. The conclusions recommend integrated fertilization, but sustainability and cost-effectiveness are not analyzed. Evaluate the economic feasibility for smallholder farmers in Benin?

9. The research reports high mortality after emergence but does not analyze whether this was primarily due to diseases, abiotic stress, or poor seed vigor. Can this be disentangled?

10. Figures and tables are sometimes duplicated or mislabeled (e.g., Figures 2 and 3 repetition). Kindly authors, revise figure numbering and ensure clarity in data presentation?
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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