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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	Using a case study of Bisphenol A (BPA), one of the most ubiquitous endocrine-disrupting chemicals in our ecosystems, this manuscript presents a study on its toxic effects on aquatic organisms for an important environmental challenge. Using a commercially important fish species, Labeo rohita as a representation, the study is closely related to aquaculture sustainability and food. Notably, it delves into the protective and recovery effects of dietary flaxseed, proposing a practical and economical nutritional approach to counteract damage inflicted by pollutants. These findings add valuable knowledge to the field of environmental toxicology and demonstrate their potential for functional feed interventions aimed at enhancing fish health under contaminant stress.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Abstract: 4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Abstract: 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords: 4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Background: 3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Objectives: 4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Literature: 3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Methodology: 3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Ethics: 2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Results: 3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Figures: 2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Discussion: 4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Conclusion: 4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Limitations: 2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	References: 3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Language: 2
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PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, The abstract gives a broad look at the research but very few of the vital scientific specifics. It is not specifically states the sample size (n), clarity of experimental design or any significance of results statistically. Quantitative results (limits of tissue damage prevented, statistical significance) are also absent, which detracts from its power.
Suggestion for improvement:
Revise the abstract to include:
The following tasks through the direct SVM_execution agents as above were our final result on 146,400 images and genres.
Important methodological details (e.g., exposure concentration, duration)
Quantitative or statistically supported results
Final statement indicating strength of findings with more specificity
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, There are several important aspects of the manuscript that need to be improved in order to meet scientific rigor. In particular, the quantitative analysis is lacking and the results are discussed qualitatively without verification. Clarification of the methodology is needed, especially on how LC50 was determined and how well this can be experimentally repeated. Another application would be an ethical statements for any animal experiments mentioned in the study. Adding some quantitative analysis, more detailed methods description and outlining ethical compliance will greatly enhance power of the paper.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, While the manuscript has a fair number of references they are not adequate enough discussing recent trends in research. Several references are outdated (pre-2015), and a number of citations are not from top tier peer reviewed journals. Recent reports on BPA toxicity and flaxseed supplementation in aquatic organisms (especially between 2020–2025) are available, which could be included to enhance strength of scientific evidence. In contrast, recent studies focus on the mechanisms of toxicity of BPA and histopathological effects in fish models and the protective and antioxidant effect induced by flaxseed in different aquatic species.
Suggestion for improvement:
Add recent (last 5 years) peer reviewed papers in particular about:
BPA toxicity mechanisms in fish
Histopathological biomarkers in aquatic toxicology
Fish oil replacement in aquaculture with flaxseed or omega-3
And delete nonrelevant type if sources (ex: websites) and ensuring that references formatting is constant.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes, The manuscript raises an ethical issue because there is no proper statement regarding ethical clearance for utilizing experimental animals (Labeo rohita). Research on live fish also needs permission from an Institutional Animal Ethics Committee (IAEC) or similar regulatory agency and this information is not mentioned. There is also no mention of following any such guidelines for animal care, handling or humane sacrifice procedures.
Suggestion:
The authors must provide an Ethical Approval section which states the name of the approving authority, their approval number (if available) and assurance that all procedures were conducted in accordance with relevant animal welfare guidelines.
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