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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.
	This manuscript addresses reproductive timing, gonadosomatic index and fecundity in two small indigenous cyprinid fishes, Puntius sophore and Rasbora daniconius, from Upper Lake, Bhopal. Such information can be useful for understanding breeding periods, reproductive investment and the management of small freshwater fishes that contribute to local biodiversity and fisheries. The comparative approach has potential value because the two species appear to differ in peak reproductive activity and fecundity level. However, the scientific value of the manuscript depends strongly on substantial revision of the sampling description, maturity-stage criteria, statistical analyses and language before the results can be reliably interpreted.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4 - Good. The title is clear and reflects the study topic, but it could be shortened and made more precise.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. The abstract includes key results, but it is too dense, includes citations, and contains inconsistencies about fecundity relationships.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. The keywords are relevant, but should be standardized (e.g., GSI, fecundity, spawning season, cyprinids, freshwater fisheries).
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. The background is relevant but general; it needs a clearer research gap, study rationale and stronger link to sustainable fisheries management.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. The objectives/hypotheses are not explicitly stated and should be formulated at the end of the introduction.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. The literature is generally relevant, but it should be better organized and updated with more recent species-specific and methodological studies. Many references are relatively old; therefore, the authors should include more recent publications, particularly from the last five to ten years, to better support the scientific background and discussion.

	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. The methodology is insufficiently described, especially sampling period Sampling was conducted from July to November, whereas the results present monthly data for the entire year, and the authors themselves acknowledge several important methodological limitations, sampling frequency, maturity-stage selection, sex-wise sample sizes, fecundity counting and statistics.

	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. No clear statement is provided on collection permits, ethical approval, animal handling, euthanasia or preservation procedures.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. Results are presented with tables and figures, but some labels/values need correction and the statistical interpretation should be clearer.
	

	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


	3 - Satisfactory. Tables and figures are relevant, but formatting, captions, units, abbreviations and readability require improvement.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. The discussion relates findings to literature, but some interpretations are speculative and need stronger support from the data.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. Conclusions are generally aligned with the results, but should be more cautious because of methodological limitations and pooled maturity stages.
	

	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
	4 - Good. The limitations section is useful and identifies several important weaknesses, but these issues should also be corrected in the manuscript.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. References are relevant in general, but formatting is inconsistent and some sources should be updated, verified and better integrated.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. The manuscript requires substantial English editing for grammar, clarity, scientific style and consistency of terminology.
	



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. The title is suitable and informative. Suggested improvement: consider a more concise title, for example: 'Reproductive Timing, GSI and Fecundity of Puntius sophore and Rasbora daniconius from Upper Lake, Bhopal'.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The abstract should be rewritten as one coherent summary including objective, sampling design, main methods, key numerical results and conclusion. Remove citations from the abstract and correct the contradiction between the stated linear relationship and the non-significant length/weight correlations.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Not fully in its present form. The topic is scientifically relevant, but the manuscript requires clarification of the sampling design, the contradiction between July-November sampling and monthly annual results, maturity-stage criteria, statistical procedures, and verification of the very low fecundity values reported for R. daniconius.

	

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

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

	PARTLY/NO. The references are broadly relevant, but the list needs more recent and species-specific studies, consistent formatting, complete bibliographic details, and verification that every cited work is correctly used in the text.
	

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

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

	NO obvious ethical misconduct is evident from the manuscript; however, ethical approval/waiver, collection permission, animal handling, preservation and disposal procedures are not reported and should be added.
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