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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)

2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. 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)
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Acceptable

Acceptable
Yes

Yes

Acceptable

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly

communications?

Can be improved

Optional/General comments

1. The diet of Synodontis obesus is important in this research. The authors are advice to
provide information on the categories listed in the writing. As the journal cited in this
manuscript consider old, thus, is good for author to provide information and justification.

2. More new and current references should be included.

3. Climate should not be one of the subtopic in the methodology.

4. The methodology in 2.4 can be improved, as the weight of the samples, was measured
after incubated in 10% formalin? What is the precaution steps to avoid false reading?

5. “The samples were gotten directly from the fishermen on early arrival at cheaper prices or
most times bought from the market women around the landing sites.” — this information was

not able to present 2.3 Collection to Fish sample.
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