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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.
	The present study provides valuable baseline cytogenetic data for two cyprinid fish species from the Western Ghats, a globally recognized biodiversity hotspot. The karyotypic characterization of Puntius sophore and Puntius bimaculatus contributes to the understanding of chromosome evolution and systematics within the genus Puntius, which comprises over 120 valid species with significant ornamental and ecological importance. Given the limited cytogenetic information available for endemic freshwater fishes of the Western Ghats, this research fills a critical knowledge gap that may support future conservation strategies, population genetics studies, and taxonomic clarification. The findings also have practical implications for aquaculture and gene manipulation studies in native ornamental fish species.
	



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
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

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


	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	




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 accurately reflects the content and scope of the study, clearly indicating the species studied, the geographic location, and the focus on karyotypic profiles.
	

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

	NO. The abstract requires revision. The karyotype formulae and chromosome numbers are presented, but the abstract lacks: (1) information on sample size, (2) details about the methodology (brief), and (3) clearer contextualization of why these findings are significant beyond the statement provided. I recommend adding 1-2 sentences on the broader implications for conservation and taxonomy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. Several scientific issues need attention: 1) The Introduction contains confusing and scientifically questionable statements (e.g., "Coloures are described as Phenopositive genetic ambiter with optic hofomer" - this is unclear and appears to be nonsensical). 2) The phrase "enobus---sound" appears to be a typographical error or incomplete text. 3) Some references cited in the discussion (e.g., Alexander et al., 2015; Ocaleviez et al., 2007) appear to have incomplete or incorrect citations. 4) The Discussion section needs better organization and clearer interpretation of results.

This manuscript presents valuable cytogenetic data for two Puntius species from a previously unstudied location in the Western Ghats. However, the manuscript has several significant issues that require attention:

Language and readability: The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, unclear sentences, and what appears to be nonsensical text in the Introduction section. A thorough language revision by a native English speaker or professional editing service is strongly recommended.

Scientific clarity: Several statements lack scientific rigor or are poorly explained. The authors need to clarify their terminology and ensure all statements are scientifically accurate.

Figure quality: The figures appear to be of low resolution and are difficult to interpret. The idiograms (Figures 3 and 4) are particularly unclear and need to be redrawn or presented with better resolution.

Data presentation: The morphometric tables (Tables 1 and 2) have incomplete entries and formatting issues. Some chromosome measurements appear inconsistent and need verification.

Discussion: The discussion needs restructuring to provide a clearer narrative connecting the findings to broader cytogenetic patterns in cyprinids. The authors should avoid simply listing similar studies and instead interpret their findings in the context of chromosome evolution.

Recommendation: Major Revision. The manuscript has scientific merit, but the issues identified above require substantial revision before it can be accepted.


	

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

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

	NO. While the reference list is reasonably extensive, several key references are outdated (pre-2000). I recommend including more recent cytogenetic studies, particularly from the last 5-7 years, to strengthen the discussion. Also, some references in the text do not appear in the reference list (e.g., "enobus---sound" citation). The authors should verify all citations for completeness and accuracy.
	

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

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

	NO. The authors have described the sacrifice of fish specimens for karyotypic analysis, which appears to follow standard protocols. However, I recommend that the authors explicitly mention that ethical approval was obtained from an institutional animal ethics committee (if applicable) and provide the approval number or a statement confirming adherence to ethical guidelines.
	



Reviewer details:
. Muhammad Ahmed Saqib, University of Agriculture Faisalabad, Pakistan
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