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The manuscript entitled “The development of a groundnut oil expeller’s kneader” presents the design, fabrication, and performance testing of a kneader for groundnut oil extraction. However, for the manuscript to meet the requirements for publication, the authors must implement significant revisions throughout the text.

The following suggestions are provided for improvement:
INTRODUCTION
1. The introduction successfully outlines the challenges faced by small- and medium-scale agricultural producers in extracting groundnut oil and highlights the relevance of developing and testing the proposed equipment. Nevertheless, the section would benefit from a discussion regarding the cost (or relative affordability) of commercially available machines in comparison to the average income of small- and medium-scale producers.

2. The term “underdeveloped country” is outdated and considered pejorative in contemporary academic and scientific writing. It is recommended to replace it with “developing country.”

MATERIALS AND METHODS
3. The authors mention that all components of the machine were made of stainless steel. Please specify the type of stainless steel used (e.g., austenitic, ferritic, duplex), as well as its chemical composition and mechanical properties.

Machine Description
4. What was the rationale behind selecting an internal pressure of 4.5 MPa and a paste crushing force of 23.1 kN/m²? Please explain the basis for these values.

5. The meaning of the phrase “Number of paste processed simultaneously: 110” is unclear. Please clarify this statement and provide a more precise definition of the feed rate in the context of the machine’s operation.

6. Indicate the references from which the design calculation equations were derived.
7. If the required design power was 63.8 W, why was a 750 W electric motor selected—approximately twelve times the calculated requirement?

8. In the blade design section, on what basis were the axial force of 200 N and the coefficient of friction μ = 0.35 chosen? (Note that μ = 0.3 was used in the torque calculations for shaft rotation.)

9. Describe how the data for temperature, rotational speed, feed rate, and barrel pressure were obtained. Specify the instruments used (including model, brand, and manufacturer).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
10. Figures 2 to 4 are poorly presented and should be improved: (I) The X and Y axis titles contain errors and unnecessary labels (e.g., “A” and “B”); (II) The axis scale values include excessive decimal places; (III) The contour labels are too small to be legible; (IV) The plots appear distorted/stretched to fill the page; (V) The temperature symbol (°C) is incorrectly formatted.

11. The sentence “The pictorial view of the kneading machine of the modified groundnut oil expeller with a size of 1120 × 540 × 700 mm is presented in Plate 1” refers to a visual representation. Please present this image as a properly numbered figure with an appropriate caption.

12. While Figures 2–4 present the performance data of the developed equipment, the results are not compared with data from the literature. Comparative analysis with existing studies is essential to support the relevance and impact of the findings.
13. The manuscript states that “The rotating paddle, screw press shaft, kneading chamber, and collection unit were all made of stainless steel while other components were made up of mild steel.” However, in the Results and Discussion section, it is mentioned that the components were made only of stainless steel. This inconsistency must be resolved.

CONCLUSIONS
14. Revise the conclusion section in light of the comments above to ensure consistency and clarity.

15. Add a period at the end of the final paragraph of the conclusion. Additionally, include the price of the equipment in US dollars instead of the local currency alone.
16. Review the manuscript to eliminate minor repetitions and improve transitions between paragraphs for better flow and readability.
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