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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The present manuscript aimed to evaluate potential alterations in the erythrocyte morphology of tadpoles exposed to sublethal concentrations of urea. Through the obtained data, dose-dependent effects were observed in the presence of the analyzed alterations. This provides significant insights into the importance of using anuran larvae for ecotoxicological studies and how exposure to agricultural residues can compromise these organisms. The data and conclusions obtained are scientifically relevant.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I suggest that the authors revise the title to emphasize the most significant findings obtained. I suggest the title: Sublethal exposure to urea induces changes in erythrocyte morphology in Rhacophorus maximus tadpoles.
	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive and accurately represents the content of the manuscript; I do not suggest any changes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, addressing a current and relevant topic
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The present article provides important references to support its findings. However, I suggest a more extensive literature review to deepen the discussion of the results obtained, including more recent studies.
	

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


	I suggest a grammatical review of the text to improve readability and flow, as well as to enhance clarity in the expression of scientific concepts.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
Introduction

· I suggest that the authors separate the first paragraph in the introduction starting from “Fertilizers used in agriculture are the primary source of nitrogenous pollutants found in nature […]”. This paragraph should be merged with the following one to avoid having a paragraph with a single line.

· “Anuran tadpole larvae rely on cutaneous respiration, possessing highly permeable skin susceptible to urea and ammonia pollution” The authors repeatedly emphasize the high cutaneous permeability, which becomes redundant. I suggest introducing this information more concisely in the manuscript.

· I recommend that the authors highlight the importance of using hematological biomarkers in anurans and their relevance in ecotoxicological studies.

· I suggest that the authors provide more information about the model species, including references.

Materials and Methods

· Was an analysis of the tadpole maintenance conditions in the laboratory performed, such as measurements of pH, dissolved oxygen, and photoperiod? Such information is essential.

· I recommend providing more details about the LC50 determination.

· Based on the LC50 results, the criteria for selecting the concentrations tested in this study are not clear.

· Provide more information about the exposure assay: number of replicates and maintenance conditions during the exposure period.

· During the exposure period, was partial or complete water change performed, considering the possible reduction in contaminant concentration over time?

· I suggest that the authors include references to support the analysis and classification of the erythrocyte abnormalities observed.

· Regarding data analysis, were the assumptions of the statistical test used, such as normality and homoscedasticity, verified?

Results

· The results are well-described and organized. I have no suggestions for the authors.

Discussion

· Considering the first part of the discussion, I suggest moving it to the introduction.

· The discussion requires a deeper exploration of the existing literature, focusing on the results obtained.

· I recommend that the authors include in the discussion the known effects of urea and its mechanisms of action on organisms.

· I suggest that the authors avoid making statements without references, unless they are directly related to the findings of this study.

· Are there field studies that assess urea concentrations in different environmental matrices to compare with the concentrations tested in this study?


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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