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Title: Efficacy of Trichoderma harzianum in reduction of Aspergillus flavus infection and aflatoxin contamination in groundnut seeds

General Assessment

The manuscript addresses an important and globally relevant issue of aflatoxin contamination in groundnut and evaluates the role of Trichoderma harzianum under field conditions. The experimental concept is appropriate, and the integration of field evaluation with aflatoxin quantification adds value to the study. However, the manuscript in its current form requires major revision before it can be considered for publication. Key concerns relate to language quality, redundancy, clarity of objectives, methodological inconsistencies, and overextended discussion. Substantial restructuring and careful editing are necessary to improve scientific clarity and readability.

Major Comments

1. Abstract

The abstract is overly long, contains grammatical errors, and is repetitive. Several mechanistic statements (e.g., Parasitic action of Trichoderma) are overstated and not directly supported by the experimental data. Quantitative results such as percentage reduction in infection, yield improvement, and aflatoxin levels are not clearly presented. 

The abstract should be completely rewritten to concisely include: Clear objective of the study, Brief methodology, Key quantitative findings and a balanced conclusion without speculative mechanisms

2.Keywords

Keywords are relevant but should be limited to 4–6 terms and formatted according to journal guidelines. 

3.Introduction

The introduction provides extensive background information; however, it lacks focus and logical flow. Several sections, such as the historical origin of groundnut and detailed nutritional composition, are not directly relevant to the study objectives and should be shortened. The introduction reads more like a review article than a problem-oriented research introduction.

The research gap is not clearly defined. The rationale for selecting Trichoderma harzianum and integrated management approaches needs to be explicitly stated. The final paragraph should clearly outline the objectives and significance of the present study.

4.Materials and Methods

The experimental design (RCBD with replications) is appropriate; however, clarity and consistency require improvement.

Major issues include: An inconsistency in molecular identification where 16S rRNA is mentioned instead of ITS rRNA, which must be corrected, as 16S rRNA is used for bacteria. Excessive procedural detail in the ELISA methodology; this should be condensed with reference to standard protocols. Inconsistencies in units, toxin concentrations, and absorbance wavelengths (405 nm vs 430 nm) must be verified and corrected. Moreover, language and tense should be standardized throughout this section.

5.Results

The results are logically organized but contain considerable repetition between text, tables, and figures. Some numerical values (e.g., plant height at 60 and 90 DAS) appear duplicated and should be carefully verified.

Statements such as “no detectable aflatoxin” should specify the detection limit of the ELISA assay. Figure captions are brief and not sufficiently descriptive; they should be expanded to allow interpretation without referring back to the text.

6.Discussion

The discussion is well supported by literature; however, it is overly descriptive and frequently restates results rather than interpreting them. Several mechanistic explanations (e.g., enzyme activity, signalling pathways, mycoparasitism) are not directly demonstrated in the present study and should be toned down or presented cautiously.

Greater emphasis should be placed on explaining why the observed effects occurred and how the findings compare with previous studies. The discussion should be more concise and analytical rather than explanatory.

7.Tables and Figures

Tables are informative but require careful proofreading for consistency in values, units, and statistical notation. Statistical parameters (CD, SE, CV) should be clearly explained in table footnotes. Ensure all figures are of adequate resolution and appropriately cited in the text.

8.Language and Style

The manuscript requires thorough language editing. Numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, repetition, and tense inconsistencies are present throughout the manuscript. Professional language editing is strongly recommended to enhance readability and clarity.

9.References

Most references are relevant and appropriate. However, duplicate references should be removed or replace. Formatting should be standardized according to journal style. 

Overall Recommendation

The manuscript contains useful experimental data and addresses an important agricultural and food safety problem. However, major revision is required to improve clarity, organization, methodological accuracy, and language quality. Addressing the above comments will substantially enhance the scientific rigor and presentation of the manuscript.

Major Revision required in abstract, tables and fig., discussion 
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