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	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it shows a natural and eco-friendly method to improve papaya seedling growth and survival. The study explains how coconut water and Azospirillum-enriched growing media can help produce healthy and strong papaya seedlings. These findings are useful for researchers, farmers, and horticulture experts who are looking for low-cost and sustainable farming practices. The research can also help improve papaya production and increase farmers’ income in an environmentally safe way.
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