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	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 addresses the genotoxic potential of a culturally significant alcoholic beverage, Ogogoro, using Clarias gariepinus as an aquatic model organism. It contributes to a growing body of literature on the ecotoxicological impact of anthropogenic substances, particularly traditional or unregulated alcohols, in freshwater environments. By employing the micronucleus assay, the study offers preliminary evidence of nuclear abnormalities induced by sub-lethal exposure. Although further mechanistic insights are needed, the findings may serve as a foundation for future research on the environmental and public health implications of traditional distillates.
	

	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.


	The abstract provides a general overview of the study's objectives and main findings; however, it lacks sufficient scientific detail and clarity. Specifically, methodological aspects such as the number of test organisms, the exact concentrations of Ogogoro used, and the duration of both acute and sub-lethal exposure periods should be clearly stated. In addition, key results should be quantified—general statements like “high mortality” and “significant increase” need to be supported with specific data, such as LC₅₀ values and the percentage increase in micronucleus frequency. Finally, the concluding sentence should be revised to present a more scientifically grounded interpretation, for example: “These findings indicate that exposure to Ogogoro induces genotoxic effects in Clarias gariepinus, as evidenced by a dose-dependent increase in nuclear abnormalities in erythrocytes.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The core idea of the study—investigating the genotoxic effects of Ogogoro using Clarias gariepinus as a model organism—is conceptually sound and potentially valuable within the field of environmental toxicology. However, the manuscript, in its current form, lacks several critical components necessary for scientific rigor. Key methodological details are missing, including the number of replicates, justification of dose selection, and specific exposure conditions. Additionally, the statistical analysis section is insufficiently described for acute toxicity dose determination?, with no clear indication of which tests were used, how significance was determined, or how data variability was handled. Without these elements, the reliability and reproducibility of the findings are difficult to assess. For instance ; What does it mean Data of nuclear aberration observed were recorded as frequency and the mean of frequency, standard deviation and standard error????
	

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

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


	The authors are advised to improve the overall academic tone and language of the manuscript to enhance its clarity, coherence, and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Although the subject of the manuscript is relevant and potentially valuable, the current presentation of the Materials and Methods, statistical analysis, and data tables falls short of academic standards. Several key aspects require substantial improvement:

· The application doses and exposure durations are not clearly described.

· The type of acute toxicity test used and the rationale for dose selection are not explained.

· Tables lack essential statistical descriptors, such as standard deviation or standard error, particularly for biometric data (e.g., weight and length of fish).

· The number of replicates and experimental repeats is not reported.

· The Discussion section does not sufficiently compare the current findings with existing literature.

· The Conclusion paragraph should be rewritten to more accurately reflect the study’s main outcomes.

· Additionally, the manuscript requires revision for academic language and a careful review of the journal’s formatting and submission guidelines.

Overall, the manuscript needs a thorough revision to meet the scientific and editorial standards expected for publication.
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