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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 study is an attempt to examine the possibility  to increase the fish production or productivity of the abandoned   ponds which are “artificially created” due to sand mining activity.   An attempt is made to examine whether the  water quality and retention capacity of the pond can be improved through application of organic manure chemical components. The water and soil quality   assessment prove that   considerable changes can be made through scientific management. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is fine. But  if possible a better title can be thought about like
Transforming Abandoned Sand Pits into Sustainable Aquaculture Ponds in Purba Medinipur, W. Bengal, India

or

From Sand Pits to Fish Ponds: Sustainable Aquaculture in Purba Medinipur, W. Bengal, India. 

	

	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.


	Abstract need to be rewritten. It lack clarity on the objectives of the study. Be specific to the aim, method used, and the   outcome. Other general information like the different types of ponds etc can be removed. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	 There are certain things to be clarified:

1.  The manuscript mentions numerous ponds in the region but does not specify how many ponds (samples) were used in the study. If only one pond was studied, why was that particular pond selected, and to what extent can the results be generalized to other regions? 
2.  What are the size of the pond and the volume of water it contains? This information is essential for extrapolating the results to other regions. 
3. Does the 500 sq mt mentioned about the study region is the pond size or the total area under investigation? Does the area have only one pond or more than one pond? 
4.  The manuscript specifies the quantities of manure and other materials used but does not indicate the frequency of application. Has the application done once during the entire period of two years under study? The timing and frequency of these applications should be clearly stated
5. The results before and after material application are reported, but the manuscript does not provide internationally or nationally accepted reference ranges for these values 

6. Were any control measures used to prevent toxicity to fish and the environment when using copper sulfate or other chemicals? If not, why? 
7. How can the wide range of nitrogen values (from 18.21 to 48.21 mg/100gm) after manure application be explained? 
8. The manuscript does not address the costs of the treatments or the resulting increase in productivity, necessitating an evaluation of the economic viability of the experiment.

9. The conclusion emphasizes livelihood and employment generation, which are not discussed elsewhere in the manuscript. It also lacks a clear summary of the study’s actual findings.

10. Do consider the possibility of using some statistical test ( may be a t-test) to ensure the reliability and scalability  of the result. 

 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	 There  is review of literature added. Few articles on the aqua culture in the study region are found. Studies on similar experiments in other places are also found.  
	

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


	There is a need for revision of the language. The language qualify is poor. Certain sentences lack clarity. 

Certain abbreviations used  need to be defined at least in the text once usually in the first instance where it appears. (eg. APHA, IMC etc)
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript will significantly contribute to existing knowledge if it addresses the concerns raised. To scale up and generalize the experiment, specific details are required. A revised article incorporating this information can provide valuable and practical knowledge to the local community.
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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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