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	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 research may supports sustainable agriculture by potentially reducing conventional fertilizer use while enhancing productivity and economic returns in Basmati rice cultivation
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggestion: Effect of Nano-Urea-Based Precision Nitrogen Management on Growth and Yield of Basmati Rice.
	

	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.


	At nearly 400 words, it reads like a summary of introduction plus conclusion instead of focusing on methods, results, and implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The introduction needs to point out distinct knowledge gap specific to Basmati rice or to nano-urea mechanisms under flooded conditions.

· As this is a research paper should not rely on manufacturer (IFFCO) claims rather than peer-reviewed, independent evaluations, which reduces scientific neutrality.

· No mention of pre-sowing soil uniformity testing (e.g., soil N, P, K status, pH, EC) to validate homogeneity across plots.

· Critical parameters like spray volume per hectare, use of surfactant, spraying equipment type, and environmental conditions during application are not described. These significantly affect foliar uptake efficiency.

· Any specific reason for specific sampling intervals (10 days post-spray, 33 days post-anthesis) should be linked to known physiological stages of rice N demand and remobilization.

· No meteorological data (rainfall, temperature, humidity) linked to experimental timeline—important for foliar studies.

· No clear differentiation between “Results” and “Discussion”: The two are mixed, thereby diluting analytical depth. 
· In results “foliar spray compensated for 25% less N” contradicts later acknowledgement that “compensation due to soil N mining cannot be ruled out.” There is repeated mention of “N mining” but no supporting evidence through residual soil N analysis or balance estimation.

· Grain yield was maximum (4.79 t ha-1) in control (T1) and this was followed by T5 (4.79 t ha-1), T3 (4.24 t ha-1), T2 (3.54 t ha-1) and T4 (3.45 t ha-1) …  both values are identical, creating ambiguity (equality or statistical parity?).

· Use consistent format (e.g., “t ha⁻¹” not “t ha -1”).
· At nearly 400 words, it reads like a summary of introduction plus conclusion instead of focusing on methods, results, and implications.

· should not use different terminology like “Normal-urea,” “conventional urea,” and “soil-applied urea”
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