
 

Review Form 1.7 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)  

 

Journal Name: Journal of Advances in Biology & Biotechnology  

Manuscript Number: Ms_JABB_118977 

Title of the Manuscript:  
Global diversification of tilapia production techniques: recent overview- Part 1 

Type of the Article Review Article 

 
 
 
General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. 
To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 
 
(https://journaljabb.com/index.php/JABB/editorial-policy ) 
 

 

https://journaljabb.com/index.php/JABB/editorial-policy


 

Review Form 1.7 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)  

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) 
 
2. Is the title 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) 
 

 
 
It is important for literature review 
 
 
Yes: capitalize the key words; what does part 1 really means? 
 
 
 
It is missing out some vital information and I have provided my comments for you to revise 
 
The subsections are not interestingly organized. Should use the review paper format. Subheading 
must not flow haphazardly. Signals and run on sentences with attention grabber must be used to 
draw readers interest and attention to keep them reading the paper 
 
The gathering of information must be revised and organized in a professional manner. The writing 
style and sometimes you wonder is this an English word or what is it anyway. That should be 
rectified entirely 
 
The references are broad and current. However, when combining more than two references, begin 
with the most current 
 
 
When you are providing information, be at liberty to communicate to the readers with the use of 
simple language or word usage, avoid technical jargons, remove unnecessary errors, typos, wrong 
and incorrect spellings, long sentences be kept short and on point. Do not circumlocute when 
writing. Be straight to the point. Apply grammar check throughout 
 

 

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

communications? 
 

 
It needs improvement, grammar check and lastly the paper must be proofread to rectify some typos 
and errors, keep sentences short and simple 
 
Scientific paper must communicate to the readers in a concise manner without using ambiguous 
word. Readers must get the meaning conveyed in the report. Use simple language and method of 
communication 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The authors should read more or be conversant with how a review paper is written and structured. 
From the literature, isolate the very relevant information under the topic of discussion and report 
them in an interesting manner. Be it formular, abbreviations, symbol or whatever scientific word it is 
but it has to be written without leaving readers with questions unanswered 
 
I advise to kindly revise it. 
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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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