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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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



	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 manuscript represents a significant contribution to agriculture and root-knot management. The study conducted and the findings presented have the potential to advance our understanding of root-knot control Using eco-friendly management that are sustainable method to decreased nematode population as well as, this approach do not harm non-target organisms. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The main title should be revised as follows:

The efficacy of ZnO nanoparticles against root-knot nematode in Brinjal under pot conditions


	

	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.


	Yes, it is comprehensive and doesn’t need any addition.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is corrected scientifically, and it is supported by scientific tests.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are rather old and very few, so the time sequence must be taken into account when writing the references, as modern references must be available in addition to the old ones.
	

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


	The language requires a simple review, in terms of linguistic and spelling errors, as well as the structure of sentences.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The introduction is good in terms of presenting the scientific background necessary for the reader to understand the topic. However, the writing of the introduction can be improved.

2. The materials and methods section needs to be reorganized so that it can be divided into separate subsections that include materials used for testing, programs used, work procedures, etc.

3. The discussion needs to be deeper, with more precise and lengthy scientific interpretations of the results obtained, because in its present form, it superficially discusses the results and does not provide a complete scientific explanation. Therefore, considering the discussion is one of the most important parts of the article, it must be given the highest priority and importance. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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