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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.
	The manuscript has clear scientific and applied importance because it addresses the spatial structuring of Pellonula leonensis stocks in Taabo Dam Lake, a species relevant to inland fisheries, local food security, and small pelagic fishery management in West Africa. Its main value lies in disaggregating the stock by individual fishing zones, using sex ratio, maturity stage, size structure, optimal-size classes, and super-breeder proportions, rather than treating the reservoir as a single homogeneous unit. This approach can support more targeted management decisions, such as identifying zones with high proportions of mature females or potential spawning aggregations, as well as areas where juvenile-heavy catches may require closer regulation. However, the contribution should be framed as mainly incremental and management-oriented, since P. leonensis in Lake Taabo has already been studied in previous works; the added value of this manuscript is therefore not that it opens an entirely new research question, but that it provides finer spatial resolution for stock monitoring and zone-specific fisheries management.
	



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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

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

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

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

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	




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 current title is understandable, but it is not fully suitable because the phrase “distribution of stocks” is awkward and imprecise, and the taxonomic indication “Pisciformes; Clupeidae” should be checked and corrected, most likely to Clupeiformes: Clupeidae. A clearer and more scientifically appropriate title would be: “Spatial distribution and demographic structure of Pellonula leonensis Boulenger, 1916 (Clupeiformes: Clupeidae) across fishing zones of Taabo Dam Lake, Côte d’Ivoire.” This title reflects better the actual content of the manuscript, which analyses sex ratio, maturity stage, size structure, optimal-size individuals, and super-breeder proportions by fishing zone.
	

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

	YES, but it requires minor improvement.
The abstract is comprehensive enough because it states the study period, sample size, analyzed indicators, main spatial findings, and the management-relevant concern regarding the low proportion of super-breeders. However, it should be improved by stating the objective more explicitly, briefly mentioning the statistical approach, and making the final management implication clearer. The abstract would also benefit from slightly more precise wording, especially regarding stock distribution, reproductive potential, and zone-specific management relevance. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is scientifically plausible, and the general approach is relevant, but several points require correction or clarification before it can be considered fully scientifically robust. The main descriptive results are acceptable, but some ecological interpretations are stronger than the data allow, especially statements suggesting spawning zones, nursery zones, reproductive aggregations, hydrological effects, or fishing-pressure differences without directly analyzing environmental variables, fishing effort, gear selectivity, bathymetry, or independent abundance data. The methodology for calculating Lopt and super-breeder categories should also be made more transparent, including the exact parameters and sources used. In addition, the taxonomic wording in the title should be corrected, and the reference list should be carefully checked because some cited works appear to be missing, while directly relevant studies on Pellonula leonensis in Taabo Dam Lake should be better integrated.
	

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

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

	The references are relevant in general and include several recent sources from 2023–2024, but they are not yet sufficient or fully reliable in their current form. The authors should carefully cross-check all in-text citations against the reference list, because several cited works appear to be missing, including Koné (2012), Reynolds (1969), Poulet (2004), Djadji et al. (2013), ICES (2022), and possibly Baldé et al. (2024). They should also add and discuss the closest prior studies on Pellonula leonensis in Taabo Dam Lake, especially previous work on reproductive parameters, fishing effort, production variability, and exploitation status. This is necessary because the manuscript’s contribution depends strongly on how it is positioned against earlier studies of the same species, in the same lake, and in some cases during the same sampling period.
	

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

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

	NO.
I do not identify substantial ethical issues in this manuscript, since the study appears to be based on specimens obtained from commercial fishery landings rather than on experimental handling of live animals or invasive sampling conducted specifically by the researchers. However, the authors should add a short ethics statement clarifying that the specimens were collected from regular commercial catches, that no live-animal experimentation was performed, and that the sampling complied with applicable local fisheries rules or permissions. This would improve transparency, but does not constitute a major ethical issue for the manuscript. 
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