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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

Yes this manuscript is important for scientific community. An experimental study was
conducted to investigate the effects of nitrogen fertilization on finger millet, with the
objective of minimizing losses from ammonia volatilization, nitrate leaching, and
denitrification, while simultaneously improving nitrogen efficiency. The experiment utilized
various combinations of neem-coated urea (NCU) applied to the soil and nano urea (NU)
applied to the foliage. Randomized block design (RBD) was employed, for this study with

seven treatments and replicated three times.
Yes.

Yes

Yes
Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct

Yes it is recent.
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Yes itis scholarly communicative

Optional/General comments

Good paper
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