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	Compulsory REVISION comments

	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The manuscript is source for the nematologist who conduct research on pepper nematodes. It is basic material for any nematode management research work because it surves as a prilimainary inputs .
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Modification is required as follows:
IMPACT OF SOIL PHYSICO-CHEMICAL PROPERTIES ON ABUNDANCE OF PLANT PARASITIC NEMATODES ASSOCIATED WITH  PEPPER (Capsicum spp) IN NIGER STATE, NIGERIA
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	Some of the reference were lack a year. For instance, G. Urek, S. Sirca,	L. Kox, G. Karssen.	First Report of the Dagger Nematode Xiphinem arivesi, a Member of the  X. americanum Group, from Slovenia. Plant Disease87 (1): 100-100
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