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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 (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 publication makes a substantial addition to the scientific community by introducing weakly electric fish as a viable and underutilized model for neurodegenerative disease research and CNS medication development. Its thorough examination of experimental methodologies, neuroprotective chemical testing, and translational potential offers researchers a useful platform for both basic neuroscience and therapeutic innovation. Furthermore, by identifying present gaps and future objectives, this research lays the groundwork for collaborative advances that could speed up the development of medicines for complicated neurological disorders such as Parkinson's and Alzheimer's disease.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The existing title, "NEURAL CURRENTS AND ELECTROPHORUS ELECTRICUS: POWERING THE FUTURE OF CNS THERAPEUTICS," is unique and intriguing, but it may not effectively communicate the article's main point to a scientific audience. It stresses energy and innovation while downplaying the key themes of neurodegeneration, neuroprotection, and translational drug discovery. 

Alternative title: "Weakly Electric Fish as Emerging Models for Neuroprotection and CNS Drug Discovery"
	

	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 well-written and informative, highlighting the manuscript's main themes, such as the unique biology of weakly electric fish, their translational potential, and existing research gaps. However, there are certain areas where it may be improved for clarity, balance, and completeness:

· Streamline technical jargon: Terms such as "multidimensional assessment pipeline" and "functional homology with mammalian basal ganglia circuits" might be streamlined for greater clarity.

· Add a statement emphasizing how this review fills a gap in the literature or offers a new viewpoint on current animal models.
· Balance the content: While Parkinson's disease is thoroughly addressed, emphasize that the model may also apply to other CNS disorders (such as Alzheimer's or Huntington's) to fit with the introduction.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Short answer: it's promising and mainly feasible, but not yet completely scientifically sound. Several statements are either under-cited or inflated, and some facts are deceptive. Here's a specific checklist you can follow.

· The section on constraints and the need for standardization is balanced and scientifically sound. Items requiring correction or stronger evidence

· Model organism mislabeling: The title and illustration highlight Electrophorus electricus (a strongly electric eel), although the text advocates for weakly electric fish models (e.g., Gymnotus, Apteronotus, mormyrids). This is scientifically inconsistent; please change the image/examples to weakly electric taxa and update the title accordingly. 
· Toxicological concerns concerning electric fish are exaggerated or unfounded. You claim that MPTP/rotenone/paraquat PD models are "reliably established" in electric fish and mention EOD impairments following these treatments. The citations offered are mostly for zebrafish or mammalian models, not electric fish.

· "Absence of confounding locomotor variables.": That's too harsh; electric fish activity (positioning, jamming avoidance, social context) can still skew EOD readings. 

· "Naturally produce brain-protective hormones.": This is ambiguous and currently uncited; either specify the hormones/neurosteroids with sources, or remove. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are moderately sufficient, however their quality and timeliness vary. 

· There has been limited contemporary coverage of electric fish neurology.
· Few studies published after 2014 discuss breakthroughs in genomes, transcriptomics, and electrophysiological modeling of weakly electric fish.

· Over-reliance on rodent or zebrafish PD data.

To make the manuscript more comprehensive and current, consider adding: 

· Electric fish biology and neurophysiology

Stoddard PK, Markham MR. (2023). Electrogenesis and electrosensory integration in weakly electric fish. Journal of Experimental Biology, 226(6): jeb244572.

Fortune ES, Rose GJ. (2022). Neural dynamics and plasticity in weakly electric fish communication. Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 73:102547.

· Genomics and molecular insights:

Gallant JR, et al. (2022). Molecular basis of electric organ evolution and function. Nature Communications, 13:1134.

· Neuroprotection and CNS drug discovery:

Poewe W, et al. (2023). Emerging treatments in Parkinson's disease: challenges and opportunities. Nature Reviews Neurology, 19:133–149.

· Bioelectronic medicine and translational relevance:

Birmingham K, Gradinaru V, et al. (2022). Next-generation bioelectronic therapeutics. Nature Reviews Bioengineering, 1:134–152.
	

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


	The manuscript's language is generally straightforward and professional, but it could be refined to satisfy scholarly communication standards.

Strengths
· Technical words are typically employed correctly (for example, "dopaminergic modulation," "oxidative stress markers," "non-invasive monitoring").

· The tone is formal and suitable for a scientific audience.

· Sentences are generally well-structured, making the article easy to read.

Areas to Improve

· Inconsistent terminology: The term "weakly electric fish" is occasionally used, however other sections refer to Electrophorus electricus, a powerfully electric eel. This contradiction reduces clarity and scientific precision.

· Occasional problems in subject-verb agreement (for example, "data is" rather than "data are").
	

	Optional/General comments


	· This manuscript investigates a novel and underutilized model organism for neuroprotection and CNS drug discovery, which is a distinct advantage. The subject is topical and could help diversify preclinical models, particularly in early-phase drug screening.

· However, numerous assertions would benefit from better citations or more cautious phrasing, particularly when the data is derived from zebrafish or mouse studies rather than electric fish.

· The paper is well-written, but it might benefit from small linguistic changes to improve clarity and conciseness, making it more appropriate for a high-impact publication.
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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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