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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 contributes valuable data on the application of nano urea in horticultural crops, specifically custard apple, an under-researched dryland fruit
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Influence of Foliar Nano Urea Application on Growth, Yield, and Economic Performance of Custard Apple (Annona squamosa L.) cv. Sindhan
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally clear and structured. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the objective, the experimental design (RBD with ten treatments), and emphasizing the statistical significance of yield findings. The conclusion in the abstract could explicitly note that 0.5% nano urea was the most effective treatment.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate and include several recent sources (2020–2025). A few additional global references on nano-fertilizers in fruit crops could further strengthen the context.
	

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


	Yes, the English is acceptable for publication, though minor grammatical and stylistic revisions would enhance readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Experimental Scope and Design:
The experiment was conducted at a single site during one growing season, which limits the generalizability of the results across different climatic and soil conditions. No soil characterization data or environmental parameters (e.g., temperature, rainfall, soil pH) were provided, which are essential for interpreting treatment effects on crop response.


The study focused solely on morphological and yield traits without including any physiological or biochemical parameters such as chlorophyll content, nitrogen uptake efficiency, or photosynthetic rate. These measurements are critical for understanding the underlying mechanisms by which nano urea influences plant growth and yield.

·Statistical Analysis:
The manuscript relies only on one-way ANOVA and LSD comparisons without performing correlation or regression analyses between yield components and economic parameters. Moreover, the authors did not report standard errors in figures or discuss variability beyond the coefficient of variation (C.V.%), which limits confidence in data robustness.


The growth parameters (e.g., tree height, nitrogen content) were statistically non-significant, yet the discussion did not explore potential reasons for this outcome—such as saturation of nitrogen supply, tree age effects, or environmental uniformity—leaving an interpretive gap.


The discussion section largely restates the results without deeper interpretation or integration with current scientific understanding. Citations are used descriptively rather than analytically, and no mechanistic explanation is provided for the observed yield improvements under nano urea treatments.


Since nano urea is a nanomaterial, the manuscript should have addressed possible environmental implications, soil accumulation, or biosafety aspects associated with repeated foliar applications. This omission weakens the paper’s relevance to sustainable and safe agricultural practices.


Although yield and benefit-cost ratio (BCR) are reported, there is no sensitivity analysis or cost breakdown showing input variability or long-term economic sustainability. The pricing assumptions (₹40/kg) lack citation or justification, which may affect the accuracy of the economic conclusions.


The manuscript lacks graphical representations such as bar charts or trend figures that would visually clarify treatment effects. All data are presented in tables, making it difficult to observe treatment patterns or relationships.


While understandable, the manuscript contains several grammatical inconsistencies and awkward phrasing. Units and abbreviations are not consistently formatted (e.g., “kg/tree” vs “kg per tree”), and some sentences in the Introduction and Results sections are repetitive or lack scientific precision.


The conclusion merely summarizes numerical findings without discussing limitations, broader applicability, or recommendations for future work. It should emphasize the potential role of nano urea in sustainable horticulture and the need for multi-location or long-term studies.
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