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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	-The research idea is very interesting to understand some basic behaviours of fishes.
- it can play a role on physiological studies

- identify the stress factors for fishes

- can depict the immense impact of ecology


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Comparative Research of Fish’s Demeanor or action in Hereditary and Man-made Habitat. (Please try to keep one of them Demeanor/action)
	

	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.
	-Please cut the line,
Graphs were generated comparing feeding duration, temperature, and pH in both habitats, allowing us to visualize these environmental factors.
-And add the core findings from the graph.

-From the first line use the study instead of We.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	-There are so many research gaps
- the research claiming about the reproductive behaviour in natural and artificial pond. But ironically, no data was presented abour breeding behaviour.

-Although, Indian major carps (Labeo rohu, Cirrhinus mrigala and Catla catla) has no record of breeding in pond. But this study claiming breeding behaviour, without any promising data

-The pond environment was not described properly (Pond depth is very high 20 feet, while ideal pond depth for culture is 5-6 feet). They did not describe why they choose this pond!! also no details about the aquarium (Size, Depth, Water changing time etc)

- Fish stocking size, stocking density and observation period not mentioned

- Aquarium stocked with multiple species or single species?

-Why the choose those six fish species not described

-Feeding rate was not mentioned, disturbingly they draw an unnecessary discussion of feeding rate (Before the conclusion).

-The discussions were poorly write, they can discussed their water quality data

-Redundancy also presents for the feeding duration (after fig 1 and fig 5 )

- please add some logistic data and the discuss with proper referncing

- rewrite the fig 1. (flowchart information was not clear)

- For all the figures (Please avoid the shadow of picture and the wide frame)

- The conclusion was very poorly written, summarize the findings and give some recommendation that how the research findings can help the research community)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	-add some references based on the data of the paper
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	· Need to be improved
	

	Optional/General comments


	· They can add some data on fish growth rate and survival rate to compare the two habitats
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)
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