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

Optional/General comments The authors have clearly stated the objectives and this is good information for researchers to know more about
potential of Amur carp in sodic soil conditioned pond.
However, the manuscript suffers from the following:

Abstract and material & methods
Since stocking density may be described as kg/m3 (or g/m3) or fish/m3, the authors should add & “fish”, when
they indicate the stocking densities evaluated (100 fish/cage, 200 fish/cage, and 300 fish/ cage).

Statistical methods

The ANOVA must be used to compare treatment groups. To decide on the best stocking density in the treatmens,
authors must use regression models. The results seem to indicate a quadratic relation between predictor (stocking
densities) and the response (growth performance variables). Therefore, regression models are suitable, because they will
indicate maximum or minimum values (that is, the stocking densities that will optimize the growth performance variables).
The best stocking density may not necessarily be 100 fish/cage but other values within the range of values tested (100 to
300 fish/m3). Regression analysis allows you to identify the maximum or minimum point of each variable, estimating the
exact point of stocking density for optimization. Therefore, the regression analysis must be included in the study.

SE is most appropriate to than SD, and use one unit

Conclusion
Convey the correct conclusion and along with economics
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