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Review Form 1.6

PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The main objective of this study was to investigate the influence of environmental
variables on fish distribution in the study area. However, there is no mentioned at
all on how the environmental variables namely the physical chemical parameters
was collected. The author need to to provide information on physical chemical
measurement in the methods

The author need to provide details on how the susbtrate was collected and
analysed — what method used. Please include details in terms of laboratory for
sediment determination

The authors need to briefly mentioned about the ecological indices calculation in
the method

| suggest to combine the physical-chemical parameters into one section. Please
combine table 7 & 8.

Table 9 is not useful. This table should describe the human activities at each site
rather than putting something too general and not helpful to explain the variability
of the anthropogenic activities to the fish distribution

Section 2.3.1, provide details of the methods used for data collection. Which
techniques were used at each site, how long is the duration of fish sampling. When
was the samples collected — is it one time or few times based on the period or
season. This is not clealy explained in the manuscript

Pg 4 — provide reason why the sites were selected for this study. What is the
uniqueness of the sampling area

Discussion section, para 2 — pg 19. The authors should expand the discussion in
terms of fish techniques and example that differentiate the species collected in
comparison to the past literature. Could any of the species newly recorded or not
found in this paper related to the environmental parameter? Explain

Abstract — please improve your conclusion in the abstract to relate to study
findings. Currently, there is no evidence that link your data to antropogenic
activities.

Minor REVISION comments

Pg 5, section 2.3.2 — please change the word ‘manipulations’ to better and clearly
explained what were carried out.

Optional/General comments

Overall, good effort. Need to improve as per comments above so that the work is
scientifically demonstrated.
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Reviewer’s comment /Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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