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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 would like to assess the status of the fish populations, health, factors affecting the fish numbers and the dwindling numbers of the dolphin resting in the area.
The article is significant to the local community for reasons that the author discusses the freshwater fish dominance and its abundance in the different riverbanks. This article will also enlighten the local government of Assam and the different agencies to educate local communities as to the relevance of preserving, protecting and conserving the fish population in the area. The ecological importance of the riverbanks and the visiting dolphins.
The article also assessed the different fishing gears. This is very important so that the scientific community as well as the fishing com munity will be aware of its importance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The author had specified so many factors that contributes to the assemblage. Hence, the title should be re-phrased into a much fitter statement.

I will suggest that the new title will be:

Assessment on Factors Affecting Fish Assemblage in Assam’s Dolphin-Inhabited Areas
	

	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 of the manuscript is comprehensive. It tells all the components expected in the abstract.
The introduction defines the title.

The purpose of the paper is well written.

The methodology and some other aspects of the paper is comprehensible.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically the manuscript is correct as expected with an article. Though there are more studies on fish abundance and riverine status, the article presents new learnings and new facts that may help the community.

There is appropriate methodology presented that is appropriate to the type of the study and necessary baseline results such as the physico analysis and water sampling testing.

The results are discussed though not in logical but it highlights important details. Tables were well presented but it would have been much better if legend or footnotes have been indicated to help readers understand some key points. Fortunate enough, the information are presented concisely.

Citations and references are presented clearly.

Ethical considerations must be followed specifics on the gathering of data and informations from the fishermen.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references listed may be sufficient, other wise additional list may be added to gain more basis.
	

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


	The article is presented in a very comprehensive manner and the author uses language that may be adaptable and understandable to the scientific community.
	

	Optional/General comments


	My over all view on the article is very good. Over all the paper will contribute much to the fishing industry and have attest to the ecological importance of the river system and the freshwater ecosystems.
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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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