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	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 manuscript holds importance to the scientific community as a whole since it brings the capability to authorize genetic alterations in the groundnut to be consequentially changed into similar increases in the stability of the disease resistance and quality of the nutsthree of the three purposes that are interacting in the actual breeding programmes. 

 It further suggests that the field has surpassed the outdated, narrow diversity supposition via deploying existing genomic resources (i.e. reference genomes, pangenomes, GWAS and genomic prediction) to scale allelic and structural variation on the premise of realistic breeding value. 

 One of the ways in which the review can assist researchers to have an insight regarding trade-offs and come up with multi trait strategies that are realistically applied in dynamic settings is the explicit classification of yield, resistance and quality as mutually dependent, genetically and physiologically. 

 Lastly, its focus on practical recommendations - relating germplasm design, phenotyping and genomics - may be used to create pipeline-ready divisions of research to enable genetic gain and enhance returns on adoption.
	

	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--the abstract is quite comprehensive: it gives a sufficient justification (importance + complexity of GxE) and diversity/genomics context, gives definitions of the three areas of interest (yield-disease resistance-quality) and concludes with the overall so what, which is breeding strategy and recommendations. 

Despite this, I would suggest some changes:

Removing long lists to make them more understandable and fit in abstract standard. As an example, the lists of yield component, diseases, quality traits and toolkits in parentheses can be clustered into larger groups (however, they also have few examples). 

It would have one short sentence on how you have gathered the evidence base of the review as you actually indicate that you have used a structured literature search and time period in the Methods; a mere statement in the abstract will increase the credibility of a review article. 

This would be recommended to add one sentence, which will describe the biggest bottleneck/gap that occurs because of the synthesis (e.g. the need to do multi-environment phenotyping/validation, and diagnostics of major loci/SVs that is ready to be bred). This would be the supplement to your current recommendation sentence on the conclusion and without changing the scope. 

I would not trim down any of the main points- the content is good- but perhaps reducing the lists and adding a small note on the evidence basis would make the abstract take the shape of a journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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