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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 manuscript contributes in the generation of valuable baseline data for a comparatively under documented West African river system named Comoé, having potential of immense application in biodiversity conservation, fisheries management and also it explores anthropogenic impacts on aquatic ecosystems. The integration of physicochemical parameters with ichthyofaunal structure provides a holistic ecological relevance and strengthens its applied significance. 
	














































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
	2

The title lacks the integration of ecological relevance of the environmental assessments in the study, otherwise analyzed in the text.
	

	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
	2

Covers major components but lacks clarity in objectives, statistical outcomes, and key ecological implications….and has focussed more on methodologies.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

Relevant but too general…..e.g. Inventory
More specific ecological or methodological terms could be included,and more keywords can be included.
	

	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

Provides context but lacks strong theoretical grounding and references from recent literature
	

	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

Objectives are not clearly stated….contains no explicit hypotheses
	

	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
	2 

Lack of recent references…. limited critical synthesis
	

	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
	3 

Generally appropriate and done  extensively… but lacks clarity via any cited literature in sampling effort standardization and replication….
	

	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

The Consent section appears irrelevant for this study type
	

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

Data is extensive and statistical analyses were properly followed… but presentation in the manuscript has rooms for improvement
	

	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
	4

Detailed and highly informative… but require better and clearer captions
	

	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
	3

Mostly descriptive, especially the diversity part…..insufficient comparison with other relevant global/regional temporal studies(if no data from the specific nearby region is available)….could be improved much
	

	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
	5

Supported by data but…. too brief and lacking broader implications and literature backup
	

	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
	4

Yes,at times, in the text.
	

	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

Adequate, but not sufficiently recent or diverse…additions of more literature backup can enhance the study manifolds…which is otherwise having an impressive robust data backup
	

	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
	5

Yes, everything was fine…..but there were slight negligible minor errors at places, where the scientific names were not in itallics, which can be rectified.

Also the manuscript was not number lined, making it slightly difficult to clearly indicate the reviewer points.
	






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.
	No, I believe it should be changed.

As the manuscript integrates physicochemical parameters and their ecological significance, the lack of its mention in the title might hinder the visibility thereby the impact of the particular outcomes in the future of such already underrepresented water body in the scientific literature.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
No, the abstract should clearly state objectives, key statistical findings (with values), and ecological implications…instead of the unnecessary overly descriptive methodology.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, scientifically it is very much correct, but lacks a bit of robustness by weak justifications of the sampling effect standardization, and without sufficient literature backup, there is risk of misinterpretation in the multivariate integrations, which could be rectified, otherwise an extensive and overall  study, with immense data generation.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No,more recent (last 5-10 years) literature on global freshwater systems spatio temporal diversity studies and fish ecology, especially in the other African should be included for robustness.


	




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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript has immense merit as baseline ecological data with sound analytical depth and scientific rigor required for publication without minor revision, with some improvements in interpretation via literature and discussion.


	




PART  3: 
	

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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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