
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Biology and Nature

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOBAN_15606

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Use of nano fertilizer in rice for higher yield and net realization under alluvial soil

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 



PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The manuscript reports a two-year on-farm evaluation of nano urea and nano DAP in transplanted rice under the agro-climatic conditions of Bihar, India. The topic is relevant because improving nitrogen and phosphorus use efficiency while maintaining or increasing rice productivity is an important agronomic objective. The use of farmer-field trials over two growing seasons is potentially a strength of the study.

The manuscript reports that two foliar applications of nano urea and nano DAP combined with 75% of the recommended N and P and 100% K produced the highest yield and economic return. However, substantial clarification and revision are required before the conclusions can be considered adequately supported. The most important concerns relate to the experimental design and statistical analysis, insufficient characterization of the nano-fertilizer treatments, the interpretation of soil data, and several inconsistencies between the results and conclusions.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes – But the manuscript states that the experiment was conducted at ten farmers’ fields during 2024 and 2025, and that the experiment was arranged in a randomized block design with three treatments replicated at ten farmers’ fields. However, the actual experimental structure is not sufficiently described.

It is essential to clarify:

whether all three treatments were present within each farmer's field;
the number of replications/plots per treatment within each field;
plot dimensions and harvested plot area;
whether randomization was performed independently within each farmer's field;
whether the ten farmer fields were considered blocks, locations, or independent experimental units;
whether the same farmers/fields were used in both years;
whether the data from 2024 and 2025 were analyzed independently before pooling.

This is particularly important because observations collected from farmer fields cannot simply be treated as conventional independent replications. The manuscript currently states that the data were analyzed using the “standard procedure defined by Gomez and Gomez (1984)” at P = 0.05, but this is insufficient to establish that the statistical model appropriately accounted for field, year, and treatment × year effects.

A mixed-effects model or another appropriate multi-environment analysis may be more suitable, depending on the actual experimental structure.

The authors should provide the exact statistical model and clearly define the experimental unit and replication.

The manuscript addresses a relevant and practically important topic, and the two-year farmer-field approach is a positive feature. The reported yield and economic responses are potentially interesting. However, the present version has important weaknesses in experimental-design description, statistical methodology, characterization of nano-fertilizer treatments, soil-property analysis, and interpretation of causality.

In particular, the authors must clarify the experimental unit and replication structure, provide an appropriate statistical analysis of the multi-year/farmer-field data, fully characterize the nano-fertilizer inputs, provide treatment-wise soil data, correct internal inconsistencies in the results, and moderate the conclusions.

The manuscript could become publishable after substantial methodological and editorial revision, provided that the underlying experimental data support the reported conclusions.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
	


Reviewer details:
Calugar Anamaria, University of Agricultural Science and Veterinary Medicine of Cluj Napoca, Romania
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