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PART 1
	
	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 manuscript provides a critical scientific and applied contribution to freshwater ecology, fisheries management, and environmental monitoring in semi-arid river systems. It is linked with biodiversity and water quality. The research establishes a clear, quantitative relationship between ichthyofaunal diversity and physicochemical parameters, particularly dissolved oxygen, biochemical oxygen demand , and water quality index. Identifying strong correlations advances understanding of how abiotic stressors directly shape aquatic communities. Authors identified of ecological thresholds, learned an evidence of early eutrophication, detected community shifts and invasive species impac studied the role of refugia. By linking biodiversity loss to seasonal extremes and projected temperature rise, the study contributes to understanding how climate variability amplifies anthropogenic impacts.
	


PART  2
	

	
	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	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
	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
	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
	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
	


	
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Language requires revision. The manuscript contains extensive grammatical errors, incorrect word choices, and non-scientific phrasing (e.g., “downtime,” “uproariousness,” “fantastic species,” “duck” for BOD). Many sentences appear to be machine-translated or improperly edited, significantly reducing clarity. 

2. Study design is not defined. 

3. Methodological inconsistencies involve following: number of samples is unclear (stated 32 samples, but design suggests otherwise), replication strategy is ambiguous, fish sampling effort (CPUE standardization) lacks detail, no information on sampling frequency per season. 

4. Statistical analysis needs strengthening. Pearson correlations are used, but without test for multicollinearity and confidence intervals. We suggest to add regression plots and PCA/CCA for multivariate structure.

5. Results section includes interpretation and literature comparison and this overlap with discussion section

6. Inconsistent and incorrect terminology (f.e. “Water quality indicator” vs WQI, “Biochemical Oxygen Demand (duck)”, “fluid water,” “weakened water,” “territories”). Asuthors have to use standard limnological terminology consistently. 

7. Ecological interpretation needs refinement

The claim of “summer diversity peak (H′ = 2.1)” contradicts earlier text (winter peak stated elsewhere).  It is necessary to describe mechanisms of this

8. Figures are referenced but not properly described. Table formatting is inconsistent. Units missing or unclear (e.g., EC symbol issue “Î ¼ S/cm”) 

Recommendation: standardize tables, add figure captions with: location, methods, key findings 

9. Referencing major issues detected. Some DOIs are incomplete (“10.XXXX…”), inconsistent citation formatting, some references appear fabricated or placeholder. We recommendf to verify all references, format it according to journal style (APA/Harvard/Vancouver) 
The manuscript addresses an important topic—the relationship between ichthyofaunal diversity and water quality in a semi-arid river system. The dataset is valuable, and the attempt to define ecological thresholds is particularly noteworthy, but with multiple limitations. However, the manuscript requires substantial revision in language, structure, methodological clarity, and statistical rigor before it can be considered for publication.
	


	PART  3: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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