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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 contributes valuable toxicological evidence on sub-lethal effects of mining waste on aquatic organisms. The findings enhance understanding of tissue-level biomarkers for environmental monitoring and support the use of fish as bioindicators of aquatic pollution. Overall, the study is relevant to researchers in environmental toxicology, fisheries science, and aquatic ecology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the content, the species studied, and the primary objectives of the study. It is specific, informative, and scientifically sound.
	

	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 is generally comprehensive and well-structured, covering the background, objectives, methodology, main findings, and conclusions. However, some minor improvements are recommended;
Clarify the experimental design by explicitly stating the number of experimental groups and exposure duration. Minor grammatical corrections would improve clarity and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript is scientifically sound, and its experimental approach meets its stated objectives. The methodology, including dose selection based on LC₅₀ values from previous studies, histological procedures, and interpretation of renal changes, is acceptable. The results are presented logically and supported by histological observations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are generally adequate and relevant to the topic. This manuscript includes both classic and recent studies related to bauxite pollution, fish histopathology, and environmental toxicology. Additional recent references (within the last 3–5 years) on aluminum- or mining-related renal toxicity in fish would have further strengthened the discussion, but this is not mandatory.
	

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


	The language is understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor grammatical errors, inconsistencies in tense usage, spacing issues, and capitalization errors are present throughout the manuscript. Professional English language editing is recommended to improve clarity and fluency.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The figures presented are relevant and informative, but the numbering and sequence of figures need to be carefully reviewed to ensure consistency.

· The discussion section is well-developed but could be slightly more concise by avoiding repetition of general background information.

· The conclusion summarizes the findings appropriately, although it could emphasize the ecological implications of the results more.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	there are no ethical issues in this manuscript

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No conflicts of interest were found. The authors have clearly declared that they do not have any conflicts of interest.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Based on the content evaluation, no evidence of plagiarism was found.
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