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Compulsory REVISION comments

(1) The concept of the manuscript is okay but part of the abstract need to be re-written as i have pointed them out
on the reviewed manuscript.

(2) The justification for the study is yet to be clearly stated.

(3) Long use of sentences with less meaning is one of the errors in this work.

(4) The introduction is okay, but does not flow as expected. It has to be sequential.

(5) The title should be changed because there is no statistical analysis to any significant difference or not. The
study did not use any standard statistical tools for comparison as the title stated. The word ‘comparative
studies’ will be applicable in the title if there is statistical justification for this.

(6) The author (s) should clarify the number of water samples taken and the
sources of variation in the sampling of water and fish

(7) The author (s) should act or react to the comments made within text

(8) Some citations were not referenced. And the references section were just copy and paste. The author did not
follow any standard method or guidelines for referencing from the journal.

Minor REVISION comments
Minor revision like word spellings as | have highlighted them in the reviewed paper.
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