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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.
	Assessment of fish diversity in a particular water body is important to make a proper future planning for conservation and sustainable utilization of the diverse ichthyofaunal resources for human use. The present study explores the ichthyofaunal diversity of Tammileru reservoir of Andhra Pradesh during 2016-2018. This scientific documentation will help in the future planning for the conservation related approaches in the study area.
	



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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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.

	YES
	

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

	NO. 
The abstract needs some improvements. The use of sentences like “So, I visited the local fish market twice in a month during weekends to report the fish species diversity and take necessary measurements.” Should be avoided. The language needs to be improved.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO.
The manuscript needs improvement in many sections to be scientifically correct for publication in a reputed journal. 
1. Results are presented haphazardly. There is repetition of the results in every section of the manuscript. For example, the author explains the findings of the study in the introduction part which should be restricted to the result and discussion section only. 
2. Most of the tables and figures provided with the manuscripts are showing the same set of data. The authors are advised to restructure the tables and figures according to the needs. A single table and one or two figures are sufficient to represent the findings of the current study.
3. The methodology section should include a figure showing the map of the study area with exact co-ordinates.
4. Image of each fish specimen should be presented with a scale/ruler to be scientifically valid.  

The manuscript needs a significant improvement before acceptance. The results are presented haphazardly. There is repletion of the findings of the study at every section of the manuscript. That redundancy should be removed before making a final decision on the manuscript.

	

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

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

	NO.
The authors should include a few more recent and relevant references to improve the quality of the manuscript. Some of the references that are relevant to this study are as follows:
1. Thakuria, Jyotirmoy, and Manalisha Deka. 2021. “Water Quality and Ichthyofaunal Diversity Assessment of Kapla Beel, a Floodplain Wetland of Barpeta district of Assam, North-East India”. UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY 41 (23):1-11. https://mbimph.com/index.php/UPJOZ/article/view/1770
2. Das, B. K., Ray, A., Johnson, C., Verma, S. K., Alam, A., Baitha, R., ... & Sarkar, U. K. (2023). The present status of ichthyofaunal diversity of river Ganga India: Synthesis of present v/s past. Acta Ecologica Sinica, 43(2), 307-332.
3. Pratap, Gudabandi Vijaya, Tulasi Bhushan Rao, Yamala Shanti Prabha, Bora Keerthana, and Palaka Lakshman. 2025. “A Study of Freshwater Ichthyofaunal Diversity of Lakshmipuram Lake in Anakapalli District of Andhra Pradesh, India”. UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY 46 (8):307-16. https://doi.org/10.56557/upjoz/2025/v46i84915.
	

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

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

	NO
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