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	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.


	The study is valuable because it addresses a very practical production constraint in groundnut farming on acidic soils—empty pods caused by calcium deficiency and low pH. By testing lime against Tithonia diversifolia biomass, the work shows both the agronomic and economic impact of soil amendments. This combination of field agronomy and economic analysis is directly relevant for farmers and policymakers in Central and West Africa where similar soil constraints limit groundnut productivity. The paper therefore provides locally adapted evidence that can guide technology adoption.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and appropriate. It accurately reflects both the agronomic and economic scope of the work. If the authors wish to make it more concise, a shorter alternative could be:
“Agro-Economic Evaluation of Lime and Tithonia diversifolia Biomass for Reducing Empty Pods in Groundnut on Acidic Ferralsols of Kenge, DRC.”
	

	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 is generally informative but has some inconsistencies with the main text. Reported yields, coefficients of variation, and seed weight values should be harmonized with the tables. The description of the split-plot design should clearly mention the main plot and subplot factors. The section could also be shortened slightly by focusing on the most important results: reduction of empty pods, yield gains, and marginal rate of return.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design is appropriate, but the analysis should strictly follow split-plot principles with the correct error terms. Some inconsistencies in the presentation of results (e.g., control yields and 1000-seed weight values) need correction. The economic analysis is useful, but the partial budget and marginal rate of return calculations should be re-checked to follow CIMMYT guidelines. Overall, the agronomic interpretation—that liming supplies Ca and reduces empty pods—is scientifically sound and supported by the data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes a mixture of older and more recent works. Adding a few more up-to-date references on groundnut calcium nutrition, lime use on Ferralsols, and adoption economics would strengthen the background. Some references need consistent formatting.
	

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


	The English is understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. Some sentences are long and could be simplified for clarity. Units and scientific names should be standardized (e.g., Arachis hypogaea L., t ha⁻¹, cm, g).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript would benefit from:

Consistent numerical reporting between abstract, tables, and results.

A short presentation of baseline soil data (pH, exchangeable Ca, CEC, etc.) to justify the lime rate.

Clearer details on how Tithonia was applied (timing, incorporation depth, nutrient content).

Minor language polishing for flow and clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are apparent. The field trial was agronomic, without human or animal subjects.
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