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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.


	The article contains positive implications for the scientific community. However, it has shortcomings in terms of its translation into text.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The article generally addressed the survival rates of living things, but the title mentioned "behavioral response." The title needs to be revised.
	

	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.


	Were the experimental applications conducted on Notonecta and Carps species together or separately? What is the relationship between the experimental groups? This issue should be clarified in the abstract. The purpose of the study should be clear. I couldn't quite wrap my head around the study while reading the abstract. Everything fell into place after reading the article thoroughly. Therefore, the abstract should fully and clearly reflect the article.
It is recommended to add keywords after the abstract section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, scientifically accurate and clear results are supported by tables.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sources used in the article are quite old, some studies dating back to 1955, and this is not a good thing. New and up-to-date sources are needed.
	

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


	the article language is appropriate
	

	Optional/General comments


	INTRODUCTION

In this section, it is recommended to provide brief information on the Rohu spawn, Catla spawn, and Mrigal spawn species.
in the material method section

In order to clearly understand the trial application stages, it would be more appropriate to add the "Range Finding test" section after the "Control of Insects" section.

The results given in 4.2. “Survivability (percent) of Rohu spawn and fry on exposure to the insect effective dose 1.4 (µl/l) of cypermethrin” are included in “4.3. Mean survivability (percent) of Rohu spawn at different concentrations of cypermethrin (µl/l)”. Therefore, there is no need to repeat the title and content in 4.2.
There is no information available on where and how the Rohu spawn, Catla spawn and Mrigal spawn used in the experiments were obtained, where and how they were kept and protected, and how they were kept alive until the trial period. Materials need to be added to the method.

Discussion

There is no need to reiterate the study's results at length in this section. The results are clearly stated in the Results section. It is recommended to make more comparisons with literature studies and include more literature in this section.

Repetition irritates the reader and creates difficulty in understanding.

The sources cited in this section are high-quality in content, but they are not relevant to the primary objective of this study: survival rates. Conducting a literature review with this in mind would make the study higher quality and more reliable.

Conclusion

What does "Moreover, soap oil emulsion is far more expensive" have to do with the topic? If such information exists in the literature, you should clarify it in the INTRODUCTION section. Addressing such a topic after the study is complete creates confusion.

In this section, there is no need to reiterate "Bioassay studies were conducted using seven concentrations of cypermethrin (0.4, 1.4, 2.4, 3.4, 4.4, 5.4, 6.4, 7.4 µl/l)" or address the purpose of the study. It is recommended that you address survival, etc., with clear, concise, and descriptive information and briefly summarize the results.
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	Author’s Feedback (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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