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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 scientific community studying plant breeding and agronomy, especially those involved in groundnut improvement, will find this manuscript extremely pertinent. For important yield components, it offers a thorough examination of genotype-by-environment interaction (GEI) and genetic variability. In order to create widely suited cultivars, breeding programs can benefit from the identification of stable, high-yielding genotypes (PGN C3 and PGN 2). Additionally, breeders can choose the best instruments for stability analysis with the help of the comparative analysis of different AMMI stability factors.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, Studies on variability, stability of Groundnut (Arachis hypogeae L.) genotypes for yield and its components over locations" is a fair title that accurately conveys the manuscript's substance. A small correction: Arachis hypogaea L. should be the species name (the typo "hypogeae" should be changed to "hypogaea").
	

	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.


	Although it might be somewhat improved, the abstract is usually thorough. It does a good job of summarizing the goals, main conclusions, and findings (high heritability of hundred pod kernel weight, stability of PGN C3 and PGN 2). For immediate context, it would be helpful to state clearly how many genotypes and settings were examined. The phrase "Whereas the other traits..." might be easier to incorporate, such as: "Other traits, such as hundred pod weight and hundred kernel weight, also showed moderate potential for selection, while traits like shelling percentage and dry pod yield were largely influenced by the environment, suggesting that indirect selection may be more efficient for these."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is indeed strong and healthy from a scientific standpoint. The statistical analyses (ANOVA, AMMI, GGE, variability parameters), the experimental design (RCBD over different locations), and the interpretations are all solid and adhere to accepted plant breeding practices. The information provided in the tables and results provides strong support for the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is a nice balance of recent research (up to 2023) and foundational works (e.g., Burton & Devane, Panse & Sukhatme) in the references, which are adequate. They are properly referenced to back up the debate points and methods. Consider including a recent reference (within the last two to three years) from a reputable agronomy or plant breeding journal that focuses on the difficulties in groundnut production or developments in stability analysis to further support the context.
	

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


	Although the language is typically clear and intelligible, it has to be carefully checked to fix typos, poor wording, and grammatical problems. For instance, "catch a distinct component" may be "capturing a distinct component," "contrarywise" could be "in contrast," and "reports is used" should be "were used." Professional editing would improve the manuscript's clarity and polish, but it wouldn't be a barrier to comprehending the science.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript tells a full story and is organized effectively.

· Table 2 is important and well-organized. PGN 1's data in Table 2 appears to be contradictory; although it has the second-highest value in the table, it is ranked as the third-highest yielder (1583) in the text. Please make sure of this.

· Although it is not mentioned in the text that is provided, Figure 1 (the correlation plot) is cited. For the discussion of the correlation between stability parameters to be validated, it must be included.

· One of the manuscript's main strengths is the well-reasoned differentiation between the most promising genotype (PGN C3 & PGN 2, high yield + strong stability) and the most stable (PGN C2, low yield).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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