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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
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	1. The introduction effectively outlines the relevance of CuO nanoparticles and the ecological role of D. willsi. However, the claim that "no comprehensive study" has evaluated CuO NP effects on D. willsi could be strengthened with a brief comparative table summarizing prior nanoparticle studies on other earthworm species to emphasize the research gap.
2. The soil composition and properties are briefly described, but more detail on texture (e.g., sand-silt-clay ratio), CEC, and background metal levels would enhance reproducibility.
3. The manuscript mentions two-way ANOVA, but no post hoc test (e.g., Tukey HSD) is indicated. Clarify whether multiple comparisons were made and how significance was assessed across treatment levels and time points.
4. Include F-values, degrees of freedom, and effect sizes where possible to enhance statistical transparency.
Figure quality needs improvement; axis labels and legends are not always readable or properly formatted.
6. Tables lack unit information and significance annotations (e.g., asterisks for p < 0.05).
7. Several instances of minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasing (e.g., "gut-cleared by partial submersion" could be better stated as “gut-cleared via immersion…”). A thorough language revision is recommended.
8. Citation style is generally consistent, but verify all references against journal guidelines for format and completeness.
9. Some older references could be updated with more recent ecotoxicology studies if available.
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