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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 study develops mitochondrial cox1 gene-based DNA barcodes for two freshwater catfish species, Heteropneustes fossilis and Mystus bleekeri, from Upper Lake, Bhopal. These barcodes improve accurate species identification and molecular taxonomy, supporting biodiversity assessment, conservation, and ecological monitoring. By validating the COI marker's effectiveness, the research strengthens global databases like GenBank and BOLD, aiding fisheries management and biodiversity studies. It also reveals genetic differences and phylogenetic relationships, providing a basis for future research on cryptic species, stock structure, and invasive species detection.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 of the article is generally comprehensive.

Suggestions for enhancement:
1. Clarify significance of the study explicitly—e.g., mention if these are first barcodes for these species from Upper Lake or emphasize the importance of this data for regional biodiversity conservation.

2. Add a brief mention of the sample size or number of individuals sequenced, as this helps gauge the robustness of the barcoding effort.

3. Consider summarizing the contrasting phylogenetic patterns observed in the two species to highlight biological insights, if space permits.

4. Minor language polishing could improve flow—for example, rephrasing "to developed" to "to develop" in the first line.

No deletions are strongly necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study presents a methodologically sound and well-justified approach to developing DNA barcodes for the two catfish species, supporting its conclusions regarding species identification reliability and the utility of COI as a barcode marker in these taxa.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In summary, the references are mostly adequate and recent, but a couple of very recent NGS- or eDNA-related studies and systematic reviews in fish molecular taxonomy could further strengthen the manuscript's literature foundation.
	

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


	The scientific terminology and phrasing align well with standard academic writing conventions in molecular biology and taxonomy.

However, there are minor grammatical and stylistic issues that, if addressed, would improve clarity and professionalism. For example:

- The phrase "To developed" in the abstract should be "To develop."

- Some sentences could benefit from smoother transitions and more precise wording to enhance readability.

- Occasional minor punctuation errors and inconsistencies in plural/singular forms (e.g., "genomic DNA were extracted" should be "genomic DNA was extracted") should be corrected.

- Repetitive expressions and slight redundancies might be streamlined for conciseness.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the paper is suitable for publication with minor revisions and provides meaningful insights for researchers in fish taxonomy, molecular ecology, and conservation biology.
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