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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 addresses an important topic by evaluating the impact of Black Soldier Fly frass on soil nematode communities and plant health under field conditions. The study contributes useful data on biodiversity indices and their relationship with crop performance, which is relevant for sustainable nematode management. However, some interpretations appear slightly overstated, particularly regarding the direct linkage between increased biodiversity and reduced plant damage, which may require clearer statistical support. Overall, the work has value for the scientific community, but certain conclusions should be presented more cautiously.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Evaluation of Soil Nematode Diversity in Black Soldier Fly (Hermetia illucens L.) Frass-Amended Cucumber Fields in Choba, Nigeria (L. is better than Linn.) 
(or)

Effects of Black Soldier Fly (Hermetia illucens L.) Frass on Soil Nematode Community Structure and Plant Performance Under Field 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.


	Your Abstract needed improvement, there is lot of Repetition with some grammar problems and having too much complex. Abstract is needed to be improve. The abstract is generally clear and covers the main objective and findings of the study. However, it would benefit from briefly stating the experimental design (e.g., field conditions, treatment structure, or duration) to improve clarity and reproducibility. Some conclusions appear slightly stronger than the presented evidence, so moderating the language would enhance scientific balance. If space is limited, minor methodological details could be shortened to allow clearer presentation of the key quantitative results.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and addresses a relevant research question using appropriate ecological indices and field-based observations. The methodology appears suitable for assessing nematode community structure and plant responses. However, some interpretations may require stronger statistical justification, particularly where causal relationships are implied. Clarification of certain methodological details and a more cautious presentation of conclusions would further strengthen the scientific rigor of the study.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are broadly relevant to the topic and include key foundational and recent studies on nematode ecology and black soldier fly frass. However, a few areas could be strengthened with more recent or specific citations:

· Recent work on black soldier fly frass effects on soil microbial communities and nutrient cycling (e.g., Zhang et al., 2024; Li et al., 2023 soil microbiome studies).

· Updated global estimates of nematode yield losses from the last 5–10 years to replace or supplement older estimates (Sasser & Freckman 1987).

· Additional recent publications on nematode suppression by organic amendments (e.g., chitin-based amendments and biocontrol interactions).

Overall, the reference list is sufficient but could be expanded slightly to incorporate more up-to-date and regionally relevant literature.


	

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


	The overall English quality is understandable and generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript conveys the main ideas clearly; however, there are minor grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and occasional inconsistencies in terminology that require revision. Some sentences are overly long and could be simplified for better clarity and flow. Careful language editing or professional proofreading would improve readability and strengthen the overall presentation of the work.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic with clear practical implications for sustainable soil and nematode management. The field-based approach strengthens the applied value of the study. However, some sections would benefit from clearer organization, more cautious interpretation of results, and improved language polishing. Strengthening the discussion by more critically comparing the findings with recent literature would further enhance the scientific contribution. Overall, the study has merit but would benefit from moderate revision before publication.

The manuscript has scientific merit and addresses a relevant research question with practical implications. However, improvements are needed in data interpretation, clarity of conclusions, language refinement, and strengthening of recent literature support before it can be considered for acceptance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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