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	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.


	The research is important because it highlights the sub-lethal risks of phthalates in aquatic ecosystems, offering valuable baseline data for environmental toxicology and helping to justify more stringent regulations on industrial waste disposal.
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically robust as it utilizes a standardized experimental design with a control group and five graded concentrations of the toxicant. The use of established protocols for measuring AST, ALT, ALP, and renal markers ensures technical soundness. Furthermore, the statistical analysis using ANOVA and post-hoc tests provides a reliable basis for the reported dose-dependent relationships.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, but some key citations regarding the mechanism of phthalate-induced oxidative stress in teleosts from 2022-2024 could be added to enhance the "Discussion" section.
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	Yes, the English is generally good, though a final proofreading for minor grammatical flow is recommended.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The study would be even more impactful if it included histopathological analysis of the liver and kidneys to correlate with the biochemical findings.
Minor Revision

-for improvement:

Introduction - Strengthen the rationale by explicitly stating why Clarias gariepinus was chosen as the model (e.g., its economic importance and hardiness).

Methodology - Mention the source of the Diethyl Phthalate used.

Discussion - Quote the specific finding regarding AST: "AST activity more than doubled (p = 0.034)" and compare this magnitude of change to other phthalate studies in similar species.
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None.
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	No plagiarism suspected.
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