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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.


	· In manscript entitled “Ichthyofaunal Diversity in Gose Khurd Reservoir, Maharashtra: A Nine-Month Survey” author showed fish diversity variation in five station, where highest Shannon-Wiener index was in station 5. 
· The station five showed the rocky water edge where Tor tor was found.

· Total 72 sfish species have been reported from in Gose Khurd Reservoir. 
· All species figure with good quality should be shown this manuscript for making more comprehensive the manuscript. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· Avoid the sampling period in 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.


	· Pangasius pangasius and  Pangasianodon hypophthalmus are not native to India. They are introduced from Vietnam through Bangladesh during 90 decade.   
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Instead of lab, laboratory with name should be written.
· Study area map is not clear. Map should be made with coordination, scale and direction.

· Whether FAO identification sheets are available for freshwater fishes.  Write specific references book used to identify the fishes. 

· Whether Labeo catla or Catla catla. 

· Local names of all fish should be given in Table 1. 

· Table 1 and 2 should be merge. 

· Figure 2 should be made more clear. 

· “The additional monitoring and control are, thus, necessary (APHA, 2017) “ is not clear. APHA 2017 should be deleted here. 

· Better to used rocky water edge in reservoir as shoreline is gereally is used for sea ecosystem.

· Used guide line to write scientific name. 

· Avoid to make generalized conclusion like ”characteristic of the area that harbours sensitive specialist species that have disappeared in the other water bodies”
· Without analyzing of pollution load in this study, author should not make a conclusion for reducing pollution and fertiliser runoff and avoid eutrophication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Reference section should be revised according to the guide lines of the journal before publication.  
	

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


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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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