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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

1.

Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have

suggestion of additional references, please mention in the
review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to

provide additional suggestions/comments)

Yes, the MS would be helpful for scientific community.

Yes

Yes
Need minor revision
Yes

Yes

Minor REVISION comments

1.

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

Need to check by English Professor

Optional/General comments

Major Comments
Abstract

1. The section has not been written in a proper way.

2. The methodology is poor.

3. No information about fish procurement, rearing and feeding.

4. Initial weight and length are given but SD or SE.
5. The conclusion of the section needs to be revised.
6. Grammar is also poor.

7. No information about replicates of the experimental design.
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8. Keywords should be in alphabetical order.
Introduction

1. Several grammatical mistakes have been observed.

2. Connectivity between the sentences is missing.

3. Uniformity of English should be preferred throughout the MS (Either

British or American English).

Materials and methods
1. English needs to be cross-checked by the English professor.

2. The written style is not in uniform flow.
3. The MM section should be in the past tense.

4. Mention the initial weight of experimental fish mean plus SD or SE and

decimal also.

5. Why the tilapia fish was fed with trout pellets?

6. A 2% feeding rate is very less for tilapia, it should be increased.
Results

1. The section has been written in a good manner.
Discussion

1. The section should be concise and crispy.

2. There should be connectivity between the sentences.
Conclusion

1. The section should not be elaborated.
Minor comments

1. The minor comments have been incorporated with attached PDF file.

Created by: DR

Checked by: PM

Approved by: MBM

Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)




Review Form 1.7

PART 2:

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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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