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	1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s feedback 

	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)


	1. Yes, this days scarcity of knowledges and skills of scholars on breeding techniques of fisheries and aquaculture is one of the major challenges on fisheries and aquaculture development. In line with this the manuscript is significantly important to as well.

2. Yes, with devoid-off “ two different species” words
3. Off-course, though it is characterized by minor error cases and/or mistakes

4. I am reserved to say appropriate, even though manuscript contain subsections, since a manuscript entailed with many minor cases and correction issues with detailed revision.

5. Yes the manuscript is scientifically correct
6. Yes 
	

	Minor REVISION comments


	As I just tried to entail in the manuscript the following sections commented for:
1. TITTLE needs to be presented as “Comparative Breeding Strategy of Ornamental fish, Sword Tail (Xiphophoru shelleri) & Sawdust Molly (Poecilia sphenops) under Captive condition”
2. ABSTRACT: should contain the most important information and concepts of a research work rather than statements that could be described in other sections of the paper.

ABSTRACT needs to comprise:

1. Problem statement,

2. Major Objective,

3. Method and materials used,

4. Most important results found, and 

5. Conclusion and recommendation inferred, 

With this regards, what this manuscript missed may include: 

1. Concrete methods what followed,

2. Recommendation 

3. Shallow logical flow of information
Keywords: Ornamental fishes, breeding technique, Captive condition.
3. INTRODUCTION: should omit detailed information and reviewed statements rather than introducing the most important background information and rationale of the problems and terms of objectives intended to be addressed. Most of the statements described in this manuscript in this section are going to be reviewed in LITERATURE AND REVIEW section 
4.  MATERIALS AND METHODS
This section needs to entail:

1. where, when, & how a research was conducted; 
2. what materials and / or inputs used, 
3. what samples and data collected,

4. experiment data were organized and/or analyzed,

5. what design used to analyze research data and/or samples, etc.

the information here should be presented with an appropriate logical flow of methods inconsistent with time frame of research work.

rather than describing and / or defining terminologies or words are forbidden in such a section but mainly in the section “LITERATURE REVIEW” 

I am, therefore, suggested that the researcher should take time to make detail review and rewrite again.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This section needs to be reviewed and rewritten again using logical flow of information and results found.
Etc.
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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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