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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 authors have tried to prepare bird and fish checklist of the wetland in Bihar, adding to the available database. Although a few studies are available from the region, this work is a recent preparation of the diversity, calling for conservation of the wetland.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Could use the term “bird and fish checklist”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Requires brief note on methodology used
Threats not evaluated in the study, yet included in the abstract
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	FEW COMMENTS HAVE BEEN INSERTED IN THE MANUSCRIPT ITSELF, BUT REQUIRES MAJOR REVISION, ESPECIALLY IN THE FISH CHECKLIST, BIRD BINOMIALS, FAMILY AND ORDER NAMES, CONSERVATION STATUS, AND THE METHDOLOGY SECTION NEEDS TOTAL REVAMPING, LOOKS VERY INCOMPLETE AND LACKING IN ACCURATE DETAILS. All the 144 bird details and 24 fish details in Tables 1 and 2 requires thorough spell-check and name-check once again.

Grammatical errors, and typological errors like spacing, italicizing binomials, punctuations to be carried out throughout the text, especially in the reference sections.

Requires modifications in the methodology section including sampling design, not proper description of bird survey method, fish survey completely missing, could add a note on the analytical results like indices, and abundances

In the results, high risk of species misidentification since proper taxonomic keys not used, especially for fish identification. Fish orders outdated, like Perciformes. Fish checklist must be ensured accuracy before publishing.

Requires a lot of revision in the binomial name, more than 60 spelling errors in the scientific name, few outdated names. Many families and orders have spelling mistakes. Need to spend a lot of time working out the corrections.

Graphs are not histograms, they are bar charts, wrongly captioned, axis titles missing. A relationship cannot be drawn using a histogram, but the manuscript shows it.

Conservation status errors noticed in 6 birds, might have more mistakes, requires very diligent work.

Discussion repeats only the results, need to dive deeper to compare and analyze with previous related research works


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, 1 or 2 missing, inserted reviewer comment in the attached manuscript
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No 
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

KINDLY check if all the 144 bird and 24 fish scientific names are corrected, most of the listed species have incorrect spellings, or outdated names, families, etc. Especially for the fish checklist, no proper taxonomic key is used in the identification. Graphs are scientifically wrong. Ensure quality before publishing.



See Attachment

	



Reviewer details:

S. Mabel Parimala, St. Xavier’s College, India
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