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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

- Authors should add writing the details about practices in two plantings in order to link 
postharvest qualities of these two groundnuts. 
 - Introduction: Authors cited that the rupture of some seeds depended on moisture 
contents, but this research lack of information in this section.  
- Results: Authors should discuss that why SAMNUT 10 showed more rupture forces than  
SAMNUT 11 in all size (large, medium and small). 
- Results: Authors should discuss that why SAMNUT 10 showed more rupture energy than  
SAMNUT 11 in all size (large, medium and small). 
- Results: Authors should discuss that why SAMNUT 10 showed more def. at rupture than  
SAMNUT 11 in all size (large, medium and small). 
- Discussion: From their results, authors will recommend how to  handling, processing and 
packaging systems for these two groundnut kernel after harvest? 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

- Line  
- Line 183-184: Lack of details of this reference 
- Line 229: (Gmelina arborea) change to (Gmelina arborea) 
- Line 236: (pictacia terebinthus L.) change to (Pictacia terebinthus L.) 

 

Optional/General comments 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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