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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 research title "Enhancing Productivity of Blackgram through Nano Urea-Based Nutrient Management under Rainfed Conditions" holds significant importance for the scientific community for several reasons: (1) Addressing the Challenges of Sustainable Agriculture; (2) Implementing Nano-Technology Innovation in Agriculture; (3) Contributing to Basic and Applied Science; (4) Offering Specific Practical Solutions; (5) Boosting Local Economy and Food Security. Thus, this research lies at the intersection of technological innovation, agricultural sustainability, and practical application, making it highly relevant and important to be discussed and developed further by the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Research Title: "Enhancing Productivity of Blackgram (Vigna mungo L.) through Nano Urea-Based Nutrient Management under Rainfed Conditions” (The addition of the Latin name provides more precise specification). This title will be easily understood by the scientific community in the fields of agronomy, soil science, and agricultural technology.
	

	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.


	Although it is already good, the abstract can be further enhanced to be more informative, concise, and impactful. Here are the suggestions for improvement:

Suggested ADDITIONS:

1. Research Gap: The abstract immediately presents the solution without explaining why this research was necessary or what was unknown from previous studies.

· Suggestion: Add a sentence to address this gap, for example: "However, data on the effectiveness of specific combinations of basal nitrogen doses and nano urea application timing for blackgram under rainfed conditions remain limited."

2. Broader Implications: The abstract could conclude more powerfully by stating the broader implications of these findings, beyond just yield improvement.

· Suggestion: Replace or add to the final sentence, for instance: "These findings not only offer a sustainable strategy for blackgram production but also support efforts to reduce conventional fertilizer use and enhance national food security."
Suggested DELETIONS or MODIFICATIONS:

1. The misspelled word "contribution": There is a typo in the word "contribution," which should be "contributing to." This minor correction is crucial for professionalism.

2. The overly general statement about Nanotechnology: The sentence "Nanotechnology-based inputs such as nano urea provide a promising alternative..." is somewhat repetitive with the background. This could be simplified and integrated more smoothly.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, this manuscript is scientifically sound. Make sure that all the contents of this manuscript follow the template provided by the journal manager.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are no fundamental shortcomings, however, a few aspects can be refined:

1. Format Consistency: As mentioned previously, there are inconsistencies in the bibliography formatting (e.g., use of italics, journal name presentation, author name format). This needs to be standardized according to the target journal's guidelines.

2. Balance of Recent Studies vs. Foundational Classics: The proportion is already good. However, to further solidify the foundation on the physiology of foliar nutrition in blackgram, consider adding 1-2 additional classic references in this specific area besides Latha et al. (2003) and Manonmani & Srimathi (2009). This is optional, as the existing foundation is already sufficient.


	

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


	Yes, It is.
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