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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 is crucial as it highlights Puntius sophore's vital role in food security, rural livelihoods, and traditional knowledge in South and Southeast Asia. It sheds light on the species' ecological adaptability and socio-economic contributions, especially for marginalized communities. Additionally, it emphasizes the urgent need for sustainable management to address threats like overfishing and climate change.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Should it further emphasize the role of women in value chains or briefly outline the main thematic sections of the review for better structure? 

Is the mention of threats sufficient, or could it specify examples like seasonal fishing bans or habitat restoration as potential solutions?

 Overall, is the abstract comprehensive enough as it stands, or does it need slight expansion to better guide readers on the review’s focus and significance?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it's better.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add a latest citation.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Improve language.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Is the abstract clearly structured to highlight the main objectives, key findings, and implications of the study?

2. Does the introduction sufficiently justify why Puntius sophorewas chosen for this review compared to other small indigenous fish species?

3. Are the ecological claims (e.g., breeding season, reproductive biology, habitat use) supported by adequate and recent primary data?

4. Is the nutritional and food security role of P. sophorebacked by sufficient and up-to-date scientific evidence, especially regarding micronutrient bioavailability?

5. How well does the manuscript represent regional variations in the socio-economic importance of P. sophoreacross different countries?

6. Can the role of women in post-harvest activities and value chains be supported with more specific data or case studies?

7. Are the threats to P. sophore(e.g., overfishing, habitat loss, climate change) documented with specific examples or quantitative insights?

8. Have the proposed conservation strategies been tested elsewhere, and are they realistic for implementation in regions with limited governance?

9. How is traditional ecological knowledge incorporated, and is it based on primary interactions with local communities or only secondary sources?

10. Does the manuscript include a clear and transparent “Competing Interests” statement as required by most scholarly journals?

11. Are all technical terms, abbreviations (e.g., SIS, SIFS), and concepts clearly defined for an international audience?

12. Are the policy implications of the findings clearly articulated, and do they offer actionable recommendations for stakeholders?

13. Would the inclusion of visual aids (e.g., maps, tables, or figures) improve the clarity and impact of the review?

14. Is the language clear, concise, and free of major grammatical or structural issues that could hinder scholarly communication?

15. Does the manuscript maintain a balanced tone, avoiding overgeneralizations or unsupported claims?


	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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