Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Crop Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRCS_145361

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Growth analysis and yield of twelve groundnut (Arachis hypogaea L.) genotypes in Myanmar

	Type of the Article
	


	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.


	Two field experiments were carried out at the Oilseed Crops Research Section, DAR, Yezin, Myanmar, during the post-monsoon (October 2023–January 2024) and monsoon (May–September 2024) seasons. Twelve groundnut genotypes were evaluated in a randomized complete block design (RCBD) with three replications to study growth performance, yield, and their relationship with agronomic traits. Significant differences in growth and yield were observed among the genotypes, confirming the presence of genetic variability. ICGV-07406 and ICGV-07286 consistently showed superior pod yield across both seasons due to their favorable growth parameters and yield-attributing traits. Pod yield was strongly associated with total dry matter (TDM) in the post-monsoon season, while harvest index (HI) was the key determinant in the monsoon season. These findings emphasize the importance of season-specific varietal selection and management strategies for enhancing groundnut productivity.
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1.  Instead of jumping straight into experimental details, you could begin with a line stating *why* the study was conducted (e.g., “Groundnut productivity in Myanmar is constrained by seasonal variability, necessitating evaluation of suitable genotypes.”).

	2.  Currently, the findings are mentioned but could be made more impactful by quantifying differences (e.g., “ICGV-07406 and ICGV-07286 recorded 15–20% higher pod yield than the trial mean”).

 Highlighting one or two standout results makes the abstract more persuasive.
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