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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This manuscript presents a timely and relevant contribution to the field of agronomy and soil science by addressing nutrient management strategies for coastal saline soils, which are often neglected in conventional agricultural research. The integration of boron and silicon, through borohumate and diatomaceous earth respectively, demonstrates a promising approach to enhancing groundnut growth, yield, and quality under challenging soil conditions. The study’s findings are particularly valuable as they provide empirical evidence from field trials, offering practical recommendations for improving productivity and sustainability in marginal environments. Overall, this work holds significant potential to inform future research and guide best practices for nutrient supplementation in stress-prone agro-ecosystems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Effect of Borohumate and Diatomaceous Earth on Groundnut Growth, Yield and Quality," is generally clear and informative. It reflects the main components and focus of the study.
	

	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.


	The abstract does a decent job of summarizing the objective, method, and outcome of the study, but it can be improved for clarity, flow, and completeness.
1. Language/Grammar Issues:

· Example: “In order to study aim two field experiments…” → grammatically incorrect.

· Use of passive and awkward constructions can be confusing.

2  Missing Details:

· The abstract does not clearly state that two factorial experiments were conducted—this should be clarified.

· The location, duration, and methods of application could be condensed and summarized more effectively.

3  Suggestion for Flow:

· Structure should follow: background → objective → methods → key results → conclusion/recommendation.


	

	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.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally relevant to the subject and support the claims made regarding silicon, boron, and their effects on crop performance under saline stress. However, there are a few issues and gaps worth addressing:
1.  Recency:
· Several references are over 10–15 years old.

· Only 2–3 references are from the last 5 years (e.g., Sriramachandrasekharan et al., 2021; Khalaf et al., 2020).

· The field has progressed—especially in precision agriculture and nano-formulations of silicon and boron.

2. Scope:
· While the study is about groundnut, some key recent studies specifically on peanut or legume responses to Si/B under stress conditions are missing.

· There’s no reference to recent advances in biostimulants, soil conditioners, or bioavailability of silicon and boron in marginal soils.

3. Formatting:

· The referencing format is inconsistent (e.g., some initials, some full names, inconsistent punctuation).


	

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


	Yes it is
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Abstract is informative and summarizes the scope, methodology, and results effectively. However, the language can be refined for conciseness and clarity. For example: “In order to study aim two field experiments were conducted…” → should be revised to “To achieve this objective, two field experiments were conducted…”
2. Introduction: The introduction is strong in terms of background context, especially highlighting soil constraints in coastal areas. However, it tends to be lengthy and repetitive in places. The section could benefit from tighter structuring: Consider separating the role of silicon and boron into distinct paragraphs. Limit citation stacking unless each supports a unique point. The rationale for combining boron and silicon is well-argued but could be made more impactful by emphasizing knowledge gaps in current research. A little literature review on past/simialr work can be incorporated into the introduction. 
3. Results and Discussion: Figures needs to be added to enrich this paper.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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