
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_6217

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Interactive Effects of Salinity and Periphyton on Growth, Osmoregulation and Stress Physiology of Silver pompano (Trachinotus blochii) Under Varying Salinities

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	This manuscript provides essential data for the expansion of global aquaculture in brackish water areas. The identification of 15 ppt as the optimal salinity for the growth of Trachinotus blochii is of major importance for aquaculture. Furthermore, the strengths of this research include: the successful integration of eco-friendly periphyton-based technology with the analysis of fish physiology; the detection of vital stress biomarkers, such as cortisol and antioxidant enzymes, under hyposaline conditions; and, finally, its role in facilitating the transition of marine species to more accessible and economical rearing systems.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	    3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	   3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	  4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The original title contains a redundant repetition; to avoid this, I propose the following alternative:
Interactive Effects of Salinity and Periphyton Substrates on Growth and Physiology of Silver Pompano (Trachinotus blochii, Lacepède, 1801 )
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract of this manuscript includes the purpose and major findings, but it needs to be revised to accurately reflect the numbers in the text (for example, the exact values of the specific growth rate—SGR). The authors should significantly condense the Abstract by removing specific technical protocols and transferring those details to the main body of the text. The Abstract should focus strictly on a brief background, the core objective, major findings, and a concise conclusion
The Abstract is currently too long and contains excessive methodological details that would be more appropriate for the 'Materials and Methods' section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The study aims to evaluate the interaction between salinity and periphyton, but all the tanks have a bamboo substrate. From a scientific standpoint, in order to isolate the effect of periphyton, it was necessary to have parallel control groups raised at the same salinity levels but without a bamboo substrate.
For a salinity study, the authors must clearly specify how salinity was kept constant (measured daily? with what instrument?) and whether evaporation was compensated for with distilled or tap water (dechlorinated).
The statistical methodology section needs more rigor; the authors must explicitly state if the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance were tested before running ANOVA. Authors must specify whether the data met the criteria for normality (Shapiro-Wilk test) and homogeneity of variance (Levene’s test) before applying the ANOVA test. Without these checks, the statistical interpretation of the differences between groups may be invalidated
The results obtained are valuable (the correlation between osmotic stress at 5 ppt, the cortisol surge, and liver tissue degradation). However, the authors need to provide a more rigorous biochemical argument as to why such a low salinity (5 ppt) triggers such a strong antioxidant response (CAT, SOD) compared to the control salinity.


The background section requires careful editorial revision. I noticed that some paragraphs in the Introduction have been accidentally pasted twice. These repetitions should be removed during the revision process.

	























	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	The number of references provided is sufficient to establish a historical baseline. However, the bibliography feels outdated, as it mostly overlooks recent publications from the last few years (2023–2026). To reflect the state-of-the-art in modern mariculture and physiological stress responses, the authors are strongly encouraged to update their references
Suggestion:
Ubwa, A. M., Mmochi, A. J., Shalli, M., Hamed, S. S., Lamtane, H. A., Jiddawi, N. S., & Islam, M. S. (2025). Growth and economic efficiency of Trachinotus blochii reared at different stocking densities in earthen ponds. Western Indian Ocean Journal of Marine Science, 24(2), 115-126.
Liu, Z., Yang, M., Shi, Y., Wang, Y., Zhong, J., Gao, Y., & Ma, A. (2026). Impacts of Long-Term High-Temperature and Low-Salinity Stress on the Circadian Rhythms of Antioxidant, Immune, and Endocrine Systems in Turbot (Scophthalmus maximus). Antioxidants, 15(2), 257.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. The authors clearly stated that all experimental procedures involving Silver Pompano (Trachinotus blochii) were approved by the Institutional Animal Ethics Committee (IAEC) and strictly followed the official national guidelines (CPCSEA) for animal welfare and anesthesia
	


Reviewer details:
Maria Desimira Stroe, Institute of Research and Development for Aquatic Ecology, Fisheries and Aquaculture, Romania
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