Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Experimental Agriculture International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JEAI_126933

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Performance of groundnut genotypes under different  sowing windows

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript identifies key metrological weeks for optimal sowing of groundnut crop and recommends suitable varieties to achieve higher yields and economic returns.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Subsections and structure of the manuscript is appropriate, but minor sentence correction is required.
Material and methods: 

2nd para this can be included

Nitrogen, phosphorus, and potassium were applied in the form of urea, single super phosphate (SSP), and muriate of potash (MOP), respectively. At the time of sowing, a mixture of 50% nitrogen (urea), full dose of phosphorus (SSP), and potassium (MOP) was applied, while the remaining 50% nitrogen (urea) was applied 30 days after sowing.
3rd para:

Results of oil content and oil yield was not provided, therefore it can be removed.

 This sentence can be included:

Harvesting was carried out at physiological maturity, based on the sowing date and duration of each variety. Subsequently, growth and yield observations were recorded following standard procedures.

Some more information on software and multiple comparison test used for analysis can be provided.


	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Manuscript is scientifically robust because the data is statistically analyzed and compared among the treatments and conclusion was drawn.
	

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

-
	Growth and yield observations were recorded as per the standard procedures (Reference can be given to this)
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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