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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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it provides insights into the stability and adaptability of groundnut genotypes across different environments using AMMI and GGE biplot models. Identifying stable, high-yielding genotypes is essential for sustainable groundnut production, particularly under changing climatic conditions and increasing disease incidence. The results guide plant breeders in selecting promising genotypes, such as PGN C3 and PGN 2, which combine productivity with stability, and PGN C2, which shows broad adaptability for marginal environments. In this way, the study supports crop improvement programs by contributing to the development of resilient and location-specific varieties.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Stability Analysis of Groundnut (Arachis hypogaea L.) genotypes Using AMMI and GGE Biplot Analysis for Yield and its components under diverse environments" is suitable, as it clearly reflects the objectives, methods, and scope of the study.

However, it could be made more concise and reader-friendly. An alternative title could be:

"Stability and Yield Performance of Groundnut Genotypes Across Environments Using AMMI and GGE Biplot Analysis"

This shorter version keeps the focus on stability, yield, and the applied methodologies, while avoiding unnecessary complexity.
	

	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 comprehensive, as it presents the objectives, methods (AMMI and GGE biplot), key findings on stable and high-yielding genotypes, and the practical implications for breeding programs. However, a few improvements can make it clearer and more informative:

1. The abstract could briefly mention the number of genotypes (nine) and environments (three) at the beginning, to give immediate context.

2. Some statistical details (such as exact ASV and GSI values) might be too technical for the abstract and could be shortened to emphasize the key outcome instead.

3. The conclusion should highlight more clearly how the findings can be applied in breeding programs and groundnut improvement strategies, linking the results to broader agricultural significance.

In summary, the abstract is well-structured but could be slightly simplified and strengthened by focusing more on the main findings and their practical importance rather than technical details.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The study is based on well-established statistical models (AMMI and GGE biplot) that are widely used in stability and genotype by environment interaction studies. The experimental design, data collection, and analyses appear appropriate, and the interpretation of results is consistent with standard practices in crop breeding research. The conclusions are well supported by the data, particularly in identifying genotypes with high yield and stability across environments. Minor improvements in clarity and presentation could strengthen the paper, but overall, the scientific content is valid and reliable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Please use the following paper for PCA analysis and include it in the reference list.

Braşoveanu, M., Sabbaghi, H., & Nemţanu, M. R. (2023). Synthesis of natural-inspired materials by irradiation: data mining from the perspective of their functional properties in wastewater treatment. Materials, 16(7), 2686.
	

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


	The language quality of the article is acceptable but requires professional editing before being considered fully suitable for a high-level scholarly communication.

The core scientific arguments and methodology are clearly conveyed, and the technical terms are used correctly. However, the manuscript contains numerous minor grammatical errors, awkward constructions, and issues with flow and scholarly tone.

Here is a breakdown of the specific areas requiring improvement:

1. Grammar and Syntax

There are several instances of incorrect verb agreement, tense, and sentence structure:

Example 1: “The residuals still quite large, indicates some unexplained noise beyond IPCA1.” (Should be: “…large, indicating some unexplained noise…” or “The residuals are still quite large, and this indicates…”)

Example 2: “PGN C4 is having below average yield…” (Should be: “PGN C4 has below average yield…”)

Example 3: “Where as environment 1 was near zero IPCA1, hence, relatively less interactive.” (Should be: “Whereas…”)

2. Flow and Conciseness

Some sentences are overly long, contain redundant phrases, or use conjunctions awkwardly, which hinders the scholarly flow:

Example: “The checks, PGN C6 and PGN C1 are having above average yield (right side, positive PC1) but highly interactive suited for specific environments, but they are not stable.” (The repetition of “but” and the informality of “right side” should be corrected.)

3. Consistency and Terminology

While the major terminology is correct, minor inconsistencies should be addressed:

The term “seed yield” is used when defining the Genotype Selection Index (GSI) formula, but the entire study focuses on “dry pod yield.” This should be made consistent.

Phrases like “reports is used in the present paper” are slightly cumbersome and need streamlining.

In conclusion, the manuscript is currently written in “working English” that communicates the findings, but it requires thorough copyediting and proofreading by a native or expert English speaker to elevate the prose to the standard expected by high-impact agricultural or genetics journals.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In conclusion, the article is high-quality research that effectively uses advanced statistical modeling to deliver clear, evidence-based conclusions for groundnut breeding programs, particularly regarding the selection of broadly adapted and high-yielding genotypes.
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