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	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 addresses an agronomically important issue in the semi-arid tropics of Nigeria, where phosphorus deficiency is widespread and significantly limits legume productivity. Understanding the interaction between phosphorus fertilizer rate and time of application can support improved nutrient management for smallholder farmers. The work contributes region-specific agronomic information and may be useful for extension recommendations. With clearer methodology and improved data presentation, the findings could be beneficial to researchers and practitioners working on groundnut production systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the content of the study.
	

	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 provides an overview of the study but contains inconsistencies, excessive methodological detail, and contradictory recommendations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, The manuscript is scientific merit but requires major revision. The experimental concept is valid but must be clarified to ensure reproducibility and scientific reliability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list contains numerous duplicates, outdated sources, and inconsistent formatting. Many references appear 2–3 times. Updating references with more recent studies (post-2010)
	

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


	Professional language editing is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Plot size is written as “4 × 3 cm”, which is incorrect; likely “4 × 3 m”. The number of treatments described (15) is not consistent with the design presented (12 or 16 combinations shown in tables). Ensure all units follow standard agronomic conventions. Reorganize the discussion to avoid repeating the introduction.+
The study is promising but requires substantial clarification of methodology, correction of inconsistencies, improved English, and restructuring of results and discussion.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues identified related to the field experiment.
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