Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Environment & Ecology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJEE_147592

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Blood-Based Biomarkers of Organophosphate Toxicity in Freshwater Fish: Oxidative, Enzymatic and Cytogenetic Evidence

	Type of the Article
	


	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 provides a valuable synthesis of recent research on blood-based biomarkers for detecting organophosphate toxicity in freshwater fish. It highlights non-lethal, cost-effective methods for environmental monitoring and strengthens understanding of biochemical-to-molecular toxicity pathways. The review’s standardized framework and identified research gaps make it a useful reference for advancing aquatic toxicology and pollution management
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	is generally clear, informative, and well aligned with the content.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and informative, clearly summarizing the scope, biomarkers discussed, and the study’s conclusion. It effectively highlights the diagnostic value of blood parameters and the potential of biomarker integration for environmental monitoring.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and largely correct in its synthesis of how blood-based biomarkers reflect organophosphate (OP) toxicity in freshwater fish. The authors accurately describe the mechanistic link between OP exposure and AChE inhibition, the cascade to oxidative stress (SOD/CAT/GPx, GSH, MDA) and the downstream cytogenetic outcomes (micronuclei, comet). The review demonstrates good familiarity with recent literature (2019–2025) and appropriately emphasizes the strengths and limits of blood biomarkers, including species- and context-dependence.

However, several issues should be addressed to strengthen scientific robustness before publication

1. Search methodology : The manuscript reads as a narrative rather than a systematic review. It does not describe how studies were identified, selected or excluded (databases searched, keywords, time window, inclusion criteria). Add a brief methods paragraph describing literature search strategy to limit selection bias. 

2. Balance and citation diversity: Some themes rely heavily on a few recurring authors/studies. Broaden citation balance where possible and ensure key claims cite primary experimental data
.

3. Quantitative clarity: Many statements report directional effects but lack standardized effect sizes, units, sample sizes, or statistical context. Where tables summarize results, include units, n, and whether values are absolute or fold-change. If possible, indicate ranges or typical effect sizes to aid interpretation.
4. Consistency of terminology and units: Ensure enzyme activities, MDA/TBARS, and MN frequency are reported with consistent units and normalization (e.g., U·mg⁻¹ protein or U·mL⁻¹ plasma). The manuscript already recommends this; implement it in tables/figures.

5. Caveats on field mixtures and formulations: The review correctly flags mixture effects and formulation differences; expand briefly on how surfactants/adjuvants can confound attribution to OPs alone. 

6. Reference and editorial polish: A few reference entries and inline citations appear duplicated or inconsistent clean up formatting and verify DOI/years. Minor grammatical edits will also improve clarity.

Recommendation: Scientifically acceptable with major revision: The conceptual content and interpretations are correct, but the manuscript would benefit substantially from a clear description of literature-search methods, more quantitative reporting in tables, improved citation balance, and editorial cleanup. Once these items are addressed the paper will be a reliable and useful review for the aquatic toxicology community.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in this manuscript are largely sufficient, relevant, and up to date, with many citations drawn from 2019–2025, which aligns well with the review’s stated aim of synthesizing recent advances. The inclusion of recent studies from Toxicology Reports, Aquaculture Research, Ecotoxicology, and Environmental Pollution strengthens its currency and reliability
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, showing strong scientific vocabulary and clear technical descriptions. The authors demonstrate a good command of English, particularly in presenting complex toxicological mechanisms and integrating multidisciplinary evidence.
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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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