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	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 study examines a significant deficiency in plant pathology by assessing the vulnerability of Ralstonia solanacearum-resistant tomato cultivars to Meloidogyne enterolobii, a notably virulent root-knot nematode. The findings are significant as they illustrate that resistance to one predominant soil-borne pathogen does not provide cross-protection against another, highlighting the intricacy of pathogen interactions in the rhizosphere. The work correlates nematode infection levels with physiological and growth characteristics, providing vital insight into how nematode stress compromises plant health, even in genetically enhanced cultivars. These findings serve as a fundamental reference for forthcoming breeding initiatives and integrated pest management measures designed to alleviate dual pathogen challenges in tomato cultivation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Indeed, it is permissible; nevertheless, it may be enhanced for improved clarity and emphasis on the scientific inquiry and its significance. Suggested Alternative Titles: 
"Do Ralstonia-Resistant Tomato Varieties Withstand Root-Knot Nematodes? A Greenhouse Evaluation of Meloidogyne enterolobii Impact"
	

	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.


	Root-knot nematode (Meloidogyne enterolobii) is an emerging threat to tomato production due to its wide host range and ability to overcome existing resistance. This study evaluated whether tomato varieties resistant or susceptible to Ralstonia solanacearum also exhibit resistance to M. enterolobii. Twelve tomato genotypes were screened under greenhouse conditions by inoculating each plant with 1,000 second-stage juveniles (J2) of M. enterolobii. Plant growth parameters, nematode reproduction factor (RF), galling index (GI), and physiological traits such as chlorophyll content and photochemical yield were assessed. All varieties were found to be susceptible to M. enterolobii, with RF values > 2 and GI ≥ 4, although F1 Cobra 26 and CLN 4018G showed comparatively lower nematode reproduction and root galling. Nematode infection significantly reduced plant growth and photosynthetic efficiency. These findings highlight the need for integrated nematode management and support the inclusion of nematode resistance screening in tomato breeding programs, particularly for dual-pathogen environments.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate in its overall design, technique, and interpretation. The research utilizes a meticulously designed greenhouse experiment to assess the vulnerability of Ralstonia solanacearum-resistant and susceptible tomato cultivars to Meloidogyne enterolobii infection. It employs conventional and relevant parameters—such as the galling index (GI), reproductive factor (RF), plant development characteristics, and physiological metrics like chlorophyll content and photochemical yield—to evaluate nematode impact. Statistical studies, such as ANOVA, Tukey's HSD, and Pearson’s correlation, are appropriately utilized to substantiate the conclusions reached. The study subject is pertinent and timely, particularly with integrated disease management in solanaceous crops.

Nonetheless, although the scientific foundation is robust, certain aspects of the paper require enhancement for clarity and rigor. The differentiation between results and discussion is often ambiguous; certain statistical outcomes are presented without adequate detail (e.g., p-values or effect sizes), and the interpretation sometimes exaggerates the implications of susceptibility and resistance. Moreover, the paper would improve with a more explicit elucidation of the experimental repetitions and their statistical analysis. Resolving these shortcomings will not change the study's primary conclusions but will improve its transparency and scientific rigor, rendering it more appropriate for publishing in a peer-reviewed journal.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant, covering both foundational studies in nematology and recent research on Meloidogyne enterolobii and Ralstonia solanacearum. However, while some citations are current (up to 2023), the reference list would benefit from the inclusion of more recent peer-reviewed articles (2021–2023) that specifically address the aggressiveness of M. enterolobii, its resistance-breaking capabilities, and dual pathogen interactions in tomato. Additionally, one citation refers to a future publication year (2025), which should be verified or removed.
	

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


	The essay is comprehensible in English; however, it requires minor revisions to meet the scholarly standards of an international scientific magazine. The manuscript's scientific clarity is periodically compromised by grammatical issues, verbosity, unclear phrasing, and inconsistent scientific terminology.

Excessively lengthy statements utilizing passive voice, lacking articles, and employing incorrect tenses might perplex readers. Substituted "exhibited superior performance," "necessitate breeders' consideration," and "findings indicate." Concise sentences, active voice, and consistent terminology (e.g., "susceptibility" versus "resistance") will enhance the intelligibility of scientific writing.

A proficient native English speaker or qualified scientific editor must meticulously alter the wording to enhance readability, precision, and academic tone.
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