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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 is a well-designed and executed study that makes a valuable contribution to the field of aquatic toxicology. The research question is relevant, the experimental design is sound, and the combination of biochemical (oxidative stress) and histological biomarkers provides a compelling, multi-faceted assessment of the sub-lethal toxicity of a common pollutant. The manuscript is generally well-written and structured. With minor to moderate revisions, it will be suitable for publication.
	

	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.


	Critical Data Contradiction: This a direct contradiction between the Abstract and the Results section regarding Glutathione Reductase (GR) activity. Abstract states: "Detergent caused a significant decrease in the activities of... glutathione reductase (GR)..." Results state (Fig. 6 and text): "the activities of GST and XO showed a time-dependent increase" and the data in Fig. 6 (GRd) clearly shows an increase over control. The authors must carefully check all data and correct this discrepancy. The Results section and figures appear to be the primary data, so the Abstract and likely the Discussion need to be amended to state that GR activity increased upon exposure.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The text states fish were divided into a control and "two other treatment groups, exposed to 1/10th of LC₅₀...". However, the Abstract, Results, and Figure legends all state the exposure was to 1/5th of the LC₅₀ (6.4 ppm). This must be corrected and made consistent throughout the manuscript.

The text mentions "six individual observations." It should be clarified if this means six individual fish per group (n=6) and whether the biochemical assays were performed in technical replicates. This is crucial for statistical power.
The sentence "to express enzymatic activities taking into account the protein content" is vague. The methods should state clearly that all enzymatic activities were normalized to the total protein content of the tissue homogenate.
The statement "The fish were humanely treated..." is good but should be more formal. It should reference a specific animal ethics committee and the approval number/code, if available.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The journal's specific reference style (e.g., APA, Harvard) should be applied consistently. Some references have full first names, others only initials (e.g., Donat vs. Uc-Peraza). Ensure the species name Channa punctatus is italicized every time it appears.

The keywords should be capitalized (e.g., "Ariel, Detergent, Oxidative stress, Histopathology, Freshwater fish").
	

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


	There are minor typographical errors (e.g., "arranges" should be "arranged", "Glutathione peroxidise" should be "Glutathione peroxidase").

The introduction has a few long, complex sentences that could be broken down for clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The figure legends are good but should explicitly state what the error bars represent (Mean ± SD). Since the figures are not visible in this text, please ensure all graphs are clear, with distinct labels for control, 7-day, and 14-day groups.
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