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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.


	This paper discusses a topical and relevant issue in contemporary agronomy—the efficacy and sustainability of nano-urea applied in the production of Basmati rice. As nano-fertilizers are currently being promoted throughout India and offered to farmers across all states, its scientific validation in independent research such as this one has become important to inform both farmer practices and policymakers. Overall, this study is important and provides a much-need, data-driven assessment of nano-urea in flooded rice and adds an important piece of clarity to the now-ongoing discussion surrounding the beneficial claims of practical application versus the claims of efficiency. Finally, the findings contribute to the knowledge gap about nitrogen use efficiency improvements and environmental sustainability from using nano-urea formulations for cereal crops.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is appropriate and clearly conveys the main objective of the study. However, for slightly better clarity and scientific appeal, the following alternative title could be considered:

“Evaluation of Nano-Urea Application on Growth and Yield Performance of Basmati Rice under Flooded 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.


	The abstract is informative but overly long and includes excessive background information. It should be condensed to about 250 words focusing on the research aim, experimental design, major findings, and key conclusion.
Suggested improvements:

· Remove economic details (e.g., subsidy values, national data) from the abstract.

· Present results more quantitatively (e.g., “grain yield reduced by 8.7% in T5 compared to control”).

· Avoid interpretative or policy-related statements (“cannot be considered sustainable”) in the abstract; such remarks should remain in the discussion or conclusion.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically robust. The experiment is well-designed (RBD with six replications), and statistical analysis is appropriate. However, the paper is too lengthy and sometimes overly descriptive. Certain sections of “Results and Discussion” should be condensed to focus on the key findings. The interpretations are logical and well-supported by literature, though occasional speculative remarks should be moderated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Ensure that all references follow the journal’s reference style uniformly and verify citation consistency between text and reference list.
	

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


	The English language is generally clear and technically appropriate, but the manuscript would benefit from professional language editing to improve conciseness, sentence flow, and readability. Some repetitive phrasing should be avoided, and long sentences should be simplified for better comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This study offers an important contribution to the conversation regarding the efficacy of nano-fertilizers in Indian agriculture. be appreciated for their thorough experimentation and balanced bracket interpretation of their findings. The manuscript, however, is in need of major revision for brevity and clarity, especially in the abstract, methodology, and the discussion. The figures and tables are well-presented, but the tables could be reduced in size. The conclusion statements seem realistic and based in what was presented in the study, and could be expressed more concisely. Overall, this is a scientifically valid study and relevant work, pending a moderate amount of editing.
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