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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 manuscript addresses a relevant topic in sustainable rice production: enhancing nitrogen use efficiency (NUE) through slow-release fertilizer (SRF) technology. Given the high nitrogen losses in lowland rice systems and the economic and environmental costs of conventional urea, investigating alternative fertilizer formulations is crucial. The pot-based evaluation of a commercially available SRF tablet provides preliminary data on its efficacy for boro rice. The findings could be of interest to researchers and agronomists working on precision nutrient management in South Asia
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but could be more precise. It states "Impact... on The Yield Performance," which is broad. Since the study specifically tests different dosages of a single product, the title should reflect this.

Suggested alternative title: "Evaluating the Dose-Dependent Effects of Gold Lotus Slow-Release Fertilizer Tablets on the Growth and Yield of Boro Rice (Oryza sativa L.)"
	

	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 not comprehensive and contains redundant and unclear statements.
Major Obervations:
1. Repetition: The sentence "A wide range of variation was observed..." is vague and repeats information already given.
2. Inconsistent Results: It states the highest straw yield was in T8 (6 tablets), but then claims T4 (2 tablets) was "maximum in... straw yields production." This is contradictory and confusing.
3. Missing Key Information: The abstract does not mention the rice cultivar used (BRRI dhan29) or the specific product name (Gold Lotus/Bua Thong), which is critical for reproducibility.
Suggestions:
- Clearly state the objective: to find the optimal dose of a specific SRF tablet and compare it to a control and recommended NPK.
- Report key results concisely: Best grain yield was at 2 tablets/pot (T4), which was X% higher than the control and Y% higher than recommended NPK. Excessive doses (5-6 tablets) reduced yield components.
- Remove vague phrases like "prospective source of improving rice production." State the conclusion directly: "A dose of 2 tablets/pot was optimal under these pot conditions, but field validation is required."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has significant scientific and methodological shortcomings  that must be addressed before it can be considered scientifically robust.
1. Critical Design Flaw: The treatment structure is confounded. T2 (Recommended NPK) receives split applications of urea, while SRF treatments (T3-T8) receive a one-time deep placement of a balanced NPK tablet. This compares not just fertilizer type (SRF vs. conventional) but also method (deep placement vs. split top-dressing) and potentially nutrient ratio/timing. A proper control for the SRF would be a conventional fertilizer mix applied in an identical manner (e.g., deep-placed NPK prills or a tablet without the slow-release mechanism). The current comparison is invalid for isolating the "SRF" effect.
2. Statistical Reporting: The presentation of results, especially in Table 1, is poor. Letters for statistical significance are misplaced (e.g., \* in the Plant Height column) and the key explaining \* and \*\* is conflated with the treatment key, making it very difficult to interpret. Data must be presented clearly with significance letters aligned correctly for each parameter.
3. Pot-to-Field Extrapolation: The study is a pot experiment with 10 kg of soil. The translation of "tablets/pot" to a field rate (e.g., tablets per hectare) is attempted in Section 2.2 but is unconvincing and not used in the title or abstract. The practical agronomic recommendation is unclear.
4. Missing Crucial Data: There is no data on nutrient uptake, nitrogen use efficiency (NUE), agronomic efficiency (AE), or soil nutrient status post-harvest. For a paper on fertilizer efficacy, these are essential metrics. The discussion relies solely on yield components.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are a mix of foundational and recent papers, which is appropriate. However, key seminal works on SRF/NUE in rice are missing.
	

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


	The language requires major revision. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and incorrect word choices that hinder clarity and professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Weaknesses:
1. The confounded experimental design is a fatal flaw for the current objective. The authors must either radically re-frame the paper's question (e.g., "Comparing standard farmer practice vs. a commercial SRF product package") or, ideally, repeat the experiment with a scientifically sound treatment structure.
2. The abstract and results sections need complete rewriting for clarity, accuracy, and logical flow.
3. Figures 1 and 2 are referenced but not provided in the manuscript copy. The captions are present, but the figures are missing, which is unacceptable for review.
4. Section 3.8 is missing (jumps from 3.7 to 3.9). Please check numbering.
5. The conclusion is overly promotional ("prospective source"). It should be cautious and highlight the study's limitations (pot study, confounded design, lack of NUE data)
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