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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 study developed has the potential to contribute to the freshwater management of the pond located in Swamimalai, Kumbakonam Taluk, Thanjavur (Tanjore) District, serving as support for water resources management.

The monitoring of primary productivity carried out in the study allows the understanding of changes in water quality and their effects on natural systems and aquaculture.

The adoption of the ecological practices presented in the manuscript contributes to the ecological health of the ponds, making the environment sustainable for fish farming.
	




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
	5 = Excellent
Yes, the title is consistent with the study conducted.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement 1.
The manuscript's abstract needs to be rewritten. It is currently presented only in a descriptive manner. It is necessary to briefly include the research objectives, methodological procedures, and the main results and conclusions obtained from the investigation.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The keywords are appropriate; however, the abstract needs to be rewritten according to the previous recommendations.

	

	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
It is recommended that the introduction be expanded to provide a more comprehensive context regarding the topic addressed.
	

	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 = Excellent 
Yes, they are explicitly stated in the introduction.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
There is a predominance of older references cited in the manuscript (older references are understood as studies published more than ten years ago). It is recommended that more recent references be included in the review. Although older references are important landmarks, it is important to incorporate current studies into the contextualization and discussion of the data.
	

	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
The “Materials and Methods” section is insufficient. The methodological procedures are generic and lack a level of detail that would allow the reader to understand and reproduce the method employed. The manuscript mentions that the light and dark bottle technique was used, but it does not explain which variables were analyzed using this method, such as dissolved oxygen and/or biochemical oxygen demand. Was respiration calculated? Were Net Primary Productivity (NPP) and Gross Primary Productivity (GPP) calculated? If so, which formulas and parameters were used? Furthermore, the laboratory procedures adopted to perform the analyses were not described.

It is suggested that, at the beginning of the Materials and Methods section, a more detailed description of the study area be added, including sociodemographic information (the number of people benefiting from the reservoir, the main economic activities carried out, and the main environmental and human pressures affecting the reservoir). This characterization would add value to the importance of studying the reservoir.

	

	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 = Excellent
Ethical issues are not applicable to this study.
	

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

	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


	4 = Good
It is suggested only to improve the quality of Figure 1, “Seasonal variations in gross primary productivity, net primary production and community respiration in a freshwater pond at Swamimalai,” as the month labels on the axis are overlapping.

	

	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
Yes, however, it is suggested that the results obtained in the study be compared with more recent studies.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
It is suggested that the conclusion retain the text already written and include the main quantitative results obtained in the study as a way of providing a concluding summary.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
More recent references need to be added.

	

	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
	5 = Excellent
Yes, the language used is clear, understandable, and appropriate.
	




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.

	Yes.
	

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

	No. The manuscript's abstract needs to be rewritten. It is currently presented only in a descriptive manner. It is necessary to briefly include the research objectives, methodological procedures, and the main results and conclusions obtained from the investigation.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and follows the standards of scientific writing.
	

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

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

	No. There is a predominance of very old references.
	

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

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

	Yes. Ethical issues are not applicable to the research conducted.
	




Reviewer details:

João Gabriel de Moraes Pinheiro, Universidade Federal do Espírito Santo – UFES, Brazil

Page 4 of 4
V240326


