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	The data show the presence of nematodes parasitic to cowpea in a rainforest area of Nigeria. Species of Meloidogyne, Pratylenchus, Helicotylenchus, Scutellonema and Crinonemella has been recorded. Species have not been identified.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	INCIDENCE OF PARASITIC NEMATODES IN COWPEA (Vigna unguiculata L. Walp) RHIZOSPHERE SOIL OF RAINFOREST VEGETATION IN RIVERS STATE, NIGERIA.

The word INCIDENCE could be changed to OCCURENCE
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	Abstract is a bit non-specific. It does not indicate a relationship between the growth of cow and the nematode population densities. Nor results to show the importance of these nematodes to cowpea. 
There are no comparative data to see plant growth with and without the nematodes. When damage due to the nematodes is not studied, it is not logical to claim that nematodes reduced cowpea growth or yield.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Brought soil from rainforest, put it pots and a particular variety of cowpea was sown. No control without nematodes. No data on initial population density. Plant growth was studied  at intervals upto 12 weeks, but effect of nematodes not studied. Authors report the presence of root-knot nematode and others inside the root after 12 weeks and at the same time claim there was no root galling! What stages of the nematode were found inside plant roots is also not stated. A presumption of resistance in the Cowpea variety has been made without ant scientific proof.
The only finding is that these five genera of nematodes (species not identified) are present in the area from which the samples were collected. There too the extraction technique used was very old and inefficient.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	OK
	

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