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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 manuscript makes a contribution to agricultural mechanization by introducing a solar-powered decorticator tailored for small-scale groundnut farmers in rural areas without grid access. With the growing demand for energy-efficient and renewable-powered agricultural machinery in developing economies, this work presents a practical solution that holds both social and economic significance.
	

	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.


	The abstract is informative, offering background information, methodology, and performance outcomes. However, it could benefit from being more concise and organized. Some minor issues include redundancy, lengthy sentences, and inconsistent technical terminology. Including a short statement on the novelty of this work compared to existing systems would enhance clarity. Additionally, minimizing qualitative descriptions and emphasizing numerical results would improve its strength.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually and methodologically sound; the engineering design strategy, assessment of pod physical characteristics, and performance evaluations are suitable for the aims of the study. However, it seems that the evaluation was conducted on a limited quantity of samples (usually 1 kg batches), and there is a lack of statistical analysis (for instance, standard deviation, replications, variance). There is also an absence of benchmark comparisons with traditional/manual or electric decorticators, and a cost-benefit analysis is not included.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited include some pertinent studies, but many of the citations are outdated and narrow in focus. There is an opportunity to incorporate more current peer-reviewed research on post-harvest machinery, renewable energy-powered equipment, and systems for processing groundnuts. Recent publications from indexed journals (Scopus/WoS) in fields such as renewable energy, agricultural engineering, and mechanization would enhance the literature review.
	

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


	The manuscript needs language refinement in areas such as grammar, sentence construction, plural forms, and specialized vocabulary. Terms like “decortications,” “groundnuts,” and “equipments” are often misused. There is a lack of uniformity in section titles and capitalization. Overall, although it is comprehensible, it requires significant language enhancement to meet scholarly publication criteria.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are detected in the manuscript. The work involves mechanical design and field-testing of equipment without human/animal experimentation.
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