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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 valuable baseline information on the length–weight relationship (LWR) and relative condition factor (Kn) of Labeo gonius from the Burhi Gandak River, Bihar, India. Such biometric studies are important for understanding the growth pattern, physiological condition, and population dynamics of freshwater fish species. The results may contribute to fisheries management, stock assessment, and conservation planning for this economically important minor carp. Additionally, the findings can serve as reference data for future ecological and fisheries-related studies in riverine ecosystems of northern India.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear and adequately reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	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 provides a concise summary of the objective, methodology, and main findings of the study. However, a few improvements could enhance its clarity and completeness.

· The length and weight ranges of the sampled specimens may be included to provide more detailed biological information.

· The phrase “cube law” should preferably be replaced with “length–weight relationship equation (W = aLᵇ)” for scientific clarity.

· The distribution of samples between male and female specimens should be mentioned if sex-wise analysis has been conducted.

· Interpretative statements such as “possibly due to reproductive development” should be supported by references or stated more cautiously.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound and the methodology used for estimating the length–weight relationship and relative condition factor is appropriate for fisheries biology studies. The regression analysis used to determine growth patterns is acceptable and the results are presented clearly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	The overall language of the manuscript is understandable
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The authors are encouraged to include photographs related to the sampling and research work, such as images of the collected fish specimens (Labeo gonius), sampling locations, or field collection procedures. Such photographs can improve the clarity of the study and provide better documentation of the research methodology.
· The authors are advised to capitalize the first letter of each keyword for consistency and proper formatting.
· All  figures should be clearly labeled and properly cited in the main text.
· The conclusion section should be improved by clearly summarizing the key findings of the study in a more data-supported manner. The authors are encouraged to include the major quantitative results, such as the estimated length–weight relationship parameters (a and b values), coefficient of determination (R²), and the mean relative condition factor (Kn) for both males and females. Presenting these values in the conclusion will help readers better understand the significance of the findings and the growth pattern observed in Labeo gonius. Additionally, the conclusion should briefly highlight the implications of these results for fisheries management, conservation, and future research in the Burhi Gandak River ecosystem.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No significant ethical issues were identified in the manuscript. The study appears to follow standard scientific procedures for fish sampling and biometric analysis.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues were identified based on the information provided in the manuscript. However, the authors should clearly state a conflict of interest declaration to ensure transparency.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No evidence of plagiarism was detected during the review process based on the available manuscript. The manuscript appears to present original research findings. However, it is recommended that the editorial office verify the manuscript using standard plagiarism detection software to ensure originality.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8
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