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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important emerging topic — the use of nano-urea to improve nutrient use efficiency and enhance the growth of dragon fruit in subtropical conditions. Considering the growing interest in sustainable agriculture and nutrient-efficient cropping, the results are promising for both researchers and farmers. The findings could contribute to optimizing fertilizer management practices for high-value crops like dragon fruit.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Effect of Nano Urea on Vegetative Growth of Dragon Fruit under Subtropical Conditions"


	

	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.


	Abstract is mostly comprehensive but could be more structured. It should briefly mention the methodology (randomized block design) and add key quantitative results (e.g., % improvement).


Missing numeric results: e.g., "plant height increased by X%" — this is expected in high-quality abstracts. Vague recommendation: Needs statistical backing (confidence intervals or P-values) in conclusion.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. However, some minor corrections are needed in English usage, and more clarity in the Results section is required to make it flow better.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient but some are old (1963, 1987). Recent literature (2020-2023) is cited but more current references on nano-urea efficiency would strengthen the paper.
	

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


	Language is understandable but requires moderate editing for grammar, wordiness, and clarity. Sentences are sometimes long and could be simplified.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Some figures are missing proper labels and captions. Table formatting needs improvement. There is a lack of attractive graphical representation (e.g., bar graphs, trend lines) for key results. APA referencing style needs correction and DOIs are missing for most references.
After carefully evaluating the manuscript titled "Enhancing Dragon Fruit Growth: The Efficacy of Nano Urea as an Alternative to Conventional Urea in Subtropical Conditions", I would like to provide my detailed comments.

First, I appreciate the effort of the authors in choosing an emerging area, particularly the use of nano-urea, which is indeed a topic of current agricultural interest. The focus on dragon fruit cultivation adds some regional relevance, especially for subtropical zones. However, I must highlight that the manuscript in its current form falls short of the scientific rigor expected for publication in an international journal.

While the title is broadly suitable, it appears slightly ambitious. The word “efficacy” suggests a thorough evaluation at physiological or perhaps biochemical levels, whereas the study has only assessed basic vegetative growth parameters like plant length and branch numbers. No physiological measurements such as nitrogen uptake, photosynthesis rates, or tissue nitrogen content have been included, which weakens the claim of demonstrating "efficacy." The authors may consider moderating the title accordingly or expanding the scope of the study in revision.

The abstract needs improvement. It lacks a structured format, and crucial details like numerical results and the extent of improvement achieved through nano-urea application are missing. It reads more like a general summary rather than a scientific abstract intended to quickly convey the experiment, findings, and significance to readers. Additionally, the recommendation at the end of the abstract feels abrupt and would be more credible if supported by specific data points.

The materials and methods section raises several technical concerns. Although the experimental layout is described, key information is missing. For instance, there is no mention of standardization of foliar spray conditions, such as time of application, weather, or droplet size, which can significantly affect foliar nutrient absorption. Environmental parameters like temperature, humidity, and rainfall during the experimental period, which are critical when evaluating foliar fertilizer effects, are not provided. Moreover, while the authors mention using randomized block design and analysis of variance, there is no indication of whether post-hoc tests were performed to separate the means. Given the multiple treatments compared, simply performing ANOVA without further comparisons limits the robustness of the statistical conclusions.

Another major concern is the shallow treatment of the nano-urea product. The manuscript simply cites specifications provided by IFFCO but does not independently verify nano-size or properties through any characterization techniques like dynamic light scattering (DLS) or electron microscopy. In the context of nano-materials, this is a serious gap. It leaves readers uncertain whether the product used truly qualified as a "nano" material or just relied on commercial claims.

The results section largely restates what can be read from the tables and figures, offering little in the way of deep scientific interpretation. The discussion, in particular, is very weak. The authors rarely attempt to explain why certain treatments outperformed others in terms of nutrient uptake dynamics, foliar absorption efficiency, or plant physiology. Merely citing previous studies without critical comparison does not constitute a strong discussion. I strongly recommend a deeper discussion linking the observed effects to known mechanisms of nano-fertilizer action, especially under subtropical climatic conditions.

Graphical presentation is another weak area. The existing figures are poorly formatted, lack clarity, and are missing important elements like legends, proper axis labels, and significance indicators (e.g., letters showing statistically different groups). There are no attractive visualizations like bar graphs, trend lines, or photographs of the experimental field or plants under treatment. The inclusion of such graphical elements would significantly enhance the manuscript’s quality and reader engagement.

The reference section is not in APA 7 format, and most of the cited articles lack DOIs. Many references are also outdated, with key citations going back to the 1960s and 1980s. While historical background is acceptable, more recent research (especially post-2020) on nano-fertilizer technologies must be incorporated to ensure the manuscript remains current.

Furthermore, some critical issues were overlooked. The manuscript claims that nano-urea improves "soil health" but does not provide any soil parameter data before or after treatment. Without such evidence, statements about soil health benefits remain speculative. There is also no cost-benefit analysis provided. Since nano-fertilizers are often more expensive than conventional ones, it would have been valuable to include whether the increase in vegetative growth would economically justify the use of nano-urea under farmer conditions.

Overall, while the study addresses an interesting and practically important topic, the scientific depth, data presentation, analysis, and discussion need major improvements before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
I recommend major revision
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