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PART 1: Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. 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.

Two seasons were considered for the evaluation to support its repeatability.
A standard descriptor was used for the characterization.
The result of the study could be used for future reference.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

The title could be modified as ‘Evaluation and Characterization of Groundnut (Arachis
hypogaea L.) germplasm lines following DUS Guidelines’

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 too scanty. It should include some of the study's major findings and a suitable
conclusion.

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please
write here.

The manuscript is scientifically correct. However, no data analysis was mentioned to support
the claim of the distinctness of the genotypes evaluated.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

The references are not sufficient. The authors should include more recent and relevant
references

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

The English quality is satisfactory except for some typographic errors
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If ves, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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