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Review Form 3

PART 1: Review Comments

Compulsory REVISION comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Please write a few sentences regarding the
importance of this manuscript for the scientific
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

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

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some
points in this section? Please write your
suggestions here.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.
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Minor REVISION comments

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

Optional/General comments

COMMENTS
The authors have tried to describe the relationship between Scientific Management Practices followed
by fish Farmers with their Socio-economic Profile Characteristics

It is important if they consider reorganizing the topic as:
Assessing the impact of scientific fisheries management practices on fish farmers’ socio-economic
profile in Raichur, Karnataka

The introduction is limited and need to be enhanced by adding more literature, the methods, results
description and presentation need redress.
More of the comments are as in the report
Title: Reduce the font to 18
Abstract
Line 5, Authors to consider changing the word assesses to singular
Keywords: authors to check spellings of profie | think should be profile
Reduce number of keywords to at most 8 words.
Introduction:
Change heading for introduction to capital letters
What were —should be clearly stated the specific objectives of the study?
Paragraph1, Line 1: Agriculture in India plays change to “Play”.,
Line 2: add article a before major, plays to singular, delete article the before food
Rephrase sentence 2 to improve readability
Stabilize food supplies? Could it be supply?
Paragraph?2. Line 1 delete article the before majority
Authors Consider revising the citation format in the whole document starting from [1], [2] [3]...... in
order
Methodology
Authors need to elaborate on how the Ex-post-facto research design was used, thus how information
was obtained from different groups of participants.
Elaborate description on how analysis was done in missing.
Par 1 L3 from bottom change the word perasons to pearson’s also in the sub-title before equation 1.
Authors to explain how data was collected and the materials used.
Authors to consider numbering the equations.
Authors to consider giving a map for the study area.
There is no numbering of equations, and reference of symbols/ letters is missing for Karl pearsons
correlation coefficient.
Line 2 from bottom delete the repeated word “t0”
Results
Generally, presentation of the results is wanting. The authors need to present the results based on the
specific objectives formulated in the introduction. There is a mix of the sections i.e. 3.1 is missing,
Authors to describe the results before the tables, also to cite/ refer Tables in the text.
Table 4. Contents in column of independent variable to be justified left
Section 3.4 consider deleting the repeated word “media”, change individuals to individual’s
There are no discussions coming out clearly from the manuscript.
Section 14.
Authors need to indicate clearly if it is cosmopoliteness, Cosmo politeness / Cosmopolitan
Nevereless means what?
References
Authors to use one consistence referencing style
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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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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Name: Mary Binsari Ontomwa

Department, University & Country Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute, Kenya
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