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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 topic of the manuscript is relevant for aquatic and environmental monitoring, as haematological parameters are widely used as sensitive biomarkers of physiological stress in fish exposed to pollution. However, the scientific contribution is largely confirmatory, reinforcing already established relationships between water quality degradation and haematological responses. The study has primarily local applicability, with limited in terms of methodology or conceptual advancement.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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 = Poor
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	



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.
	The title reflects the main variable: seasonality + haematology + species + location. Is scientifically accurate and easy to understand, but it should include the environmental gradient or pollution gradient. The impact is limited and doesn’t highlight the ecological relevance. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is overly descriptive and redundant and lacks quantitative results. There is no clear statement of statistical significance beyond general claims. 
The authors should reduce length by eliminating repetitive phrasing, add key numerical findings, explicitly mention statistical significance and make the conclusion more specific
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The biological interpretations are generally consistent with established knowledge. The observed trends are physiologically plausible.
One major conceptual flaw: conclusions about “pollution” is made without direct water quality measurements. No control for key confounding variables. Risk of overinterpretation (correlation presented as causation).
Either include physico-chemical data, or reframe conclusions as associations, not causal effects. Add biological descriptors (length, weight, maturity stage).
Clearly acknowledge limitations in interpretation. Avoid definitive statements like “pollution caused…” without supporting data. 
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Although it includes some classical and relevant foundational studies and the references generally support the statements made, there is an insufficient number of recent references (last 5–10 years). Lack of recent studies on fish haematology as biomarkers, pollution gradients, seasonal physiological responses
	

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

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

	No mention of ethical approval (committee/institution), compliance with animal welfare regulations, permits for sampling wild fish. Clarify handling procedures to minimize stress.

	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents consistent and internally coherent data, supported by a clear and appropriate study design that integrates both seasonal and spatial (site-based) variation. The results follow expected biological patterns and are generally reproducible, which strengthens the reliability of the findings.
However, the study has several important limitations. As the results are largely confirmatory of already established relationships. A major conceptual improvements  is the absence of direct water quality measurements, despite the conclusions being strongly framed around pollution effects. Additionally, the analytical depth is limited, with the interpretation remaining mostly descriptive rather than mechanistic or comparative. The integration of recent literature is also insufficient.
Overall, the manuscript shows potential but requires substantial revision. It should only be considered for acceptance if the identified methodological gaps are addressed, the interpretation of results is revised to avoid overstatements, and the scientific depth of the discussion is significantly improved.



	








[bookmark: _GoBack]
	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704]PART  3: 


	
	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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