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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 timely and relevant topic: the integration of nano-fertilizers with conventional fertilizers to enhance rice productivity under rainfed conditions. Given the low nutrient use efficiency of conventional fertilizers and the growing need for sustainable agricultural practices, the findings provide valuable empirical data on the synergistic effects of Nano Urea and Nano DAP. The study demonstrates a clear yield advantage (29.37% increase) which has direct implications for improving food security in rainfed ecosystems. Furthermore, the robust split-plot design and comprehensive data collection on growth and yield parameters offer a solid reference for future research on nano-fertilizer optimization in cereal crops.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the content of the study. It clearly identifies the crop (rice), the treatments (nano fertilizers and conventional fertilizers), and the measured outcomes (growth and yield). No alternative title is necessary.
	

	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 comprehensive. It effectively summarizes the aims, methodology, key results, and the main conclusion. The inclusion of specific data (e.g., grain yield of 55.63 q ha⁻¹, 29.37% increase) strengthens the abstract. However, to be slightly more concise, the authors could consider removing the detailed breakdown of soil nutrient status from the abstract, as this is better placed in the Material and Methods section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design (split-plot with three replications) is appropriate for the research objectives. The methodology is clearly described, and the statistical analysis using ANOVA and CD values at the 5% level of significance is correct. The results are presented logically in tables and support the conclusions drawn. The discussion appropriately links the findings to existing literature, although the citations could be integrated more smoothly (as noted in the general comments).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic. The manuscript cites both foundational and recent studies on nano-fertilizers and nutrient management in rice. However, the authors could strengthen the discussion by adding a few more recent references (2022-2024) specifically on the foliar application of Nano Urea and Nano DAP in cereals, if available. The current references are adequate but adding newer ones would improve the manuscript's timeliness.

	

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


	The language quality needs improvement. While the scientific content is understandable, the manuscript contains several grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inconsistencies in terminology (e.g., repetitive use of "at the rate of..."). A thorough revision by a native English speaker or a professional editing service is strongly recommended to enhance clarity and readability before final acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents valuable findings. However, the following minor issues should be addressed to improve its quality:
1. Language Editing: As mentioned above, a comprehensive language edit is required.
2. Table 1 Formatting: In Table 1, the row for the "Control" contains formatting errors in the S.Em. ± and C.D. at 5% rows (e.g., "0.12 0.34"). Please correct these values for clarity.
3. Citation Integration: In the "Results and Discussion" section, the authors should briefly explain how their findings agree or disagree with the cited studies (e.g., [5], [8,4]) rather than just listing them at the end of sentences.
4. Terminology: Use consistent units (e.g., "ha⁻¹" or "ha^-1^") and simplify repetitive phrases like "at the rate of 6 ml l^-1^+ 6 ml l^-1^ respectively" to "at 6+6 ml L⁻¹".
The research is scientifically robust, well-designed, and yields important practical results. However it has minor issues related to language quality, table formatting, and citation integration. With these revisions, the manuscript will be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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