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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 is an ecotoxicology study useful for assessing the sensitivity of biota to a heavy metal contaminant. This study is beneficial for determining bioindicators.
	



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
	2. Citations should be avoided in the abstract
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2. Keywords should consist of 3–5 words and be listed in alphabetical order.

	

	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
	Need improvement. Is there significant economic value associated with Channa gachua, and what is its abundance and distribution in that location? 

	

	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.
	

	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
	2. please cite more toxicology journal . State the LC50 value from other species of Chana for various metal. 
Is species endemic or can be found in other country?

LC50 Cd of C.punctata is establish, please explore about this fact, too
	

	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
	Poor
How do you prepare a Cd stock solution from CdCl₂ and how do you dilute it to prepare test solutions of various concentrations? How do you determine the concentrations of 28, 30, 32, 34, and 36 mg/L? What is the basis for these values? Generally, if there is no information on Cd toxicity for a particular species, the LC50 for the same genus is determined from the literature, or a preliminary test is conducted using concentrations on a logarithmic scale—for example, 0; 0.1; 1; 10; 100 ppm—before proceeding to the definitive test.

How many replicates for each treatment?

Were the fish fed during the testing?
	

	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
	I think we need an ethical when use the organism but I don’t know about the regulation in your country
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	“All parameters were maintained within the range considered optimal for freshwater channid species”. What reference is used?

There is no data on water quality (pH, temperature, DO) recorded every 24 hours.

	

	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


	1.I think that Figure 5 is not informative. It merely shows the testing process and does not clearly illustrate the morphological changes. 

	

	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
	LC50-96 h  for C. punctata is 14,95 mg/L Cd
LC50-96 h for C. gachua is 48,8 mg/L Cd
So which one is more sensitive?
	

	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
	2. 
	

	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
	1. No limitation study described in this 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
	2. Please add some newest article related to this topic. 
	

	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

 There was no photograph can be explain this factor : swimming pattern (normal, erratic, or loss of equilibrium), surfacing/air-gulping frequency, opercular (ventilatory) movement rate, mucus secretion, body coloration and pigmentation, skin/fin integrity, and overall responsiveness to external stimuli
	










































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

	Yes but need some revision related citation and keyword
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The testing was not preceded by a definitive test, so there is actually a high risk of failing to determine the LC50 if the concentration used is too high. Therefore, it is important to study the basic guidelines for determining the concentration of the test solution if there is no information regarding the contaminant.

	

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

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

	No. please add more the reference about toxicological testing.
	

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

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

	No
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