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

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_6375

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	FISH DIVERSITY AND ITS RELATION TO WATER QUALITY PARAMETERS OF MARKONAHALLI RESERVOIR, TUMKUR DISTRICT, KARNATAKA, INDIA

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 




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 provides useful baseline information on fish diversity and selected physicochemical characteristics of Markonahalli Reservoir, Karnataka. Documentation of 16 fish species representing five orders, seven families and fourteen genera, together with seasonal water-quality observations, is relevant for understanding the ecological condition and fisheries potential of the reservoir. The study may contribute to future monitoring and sustainable management of fish and water resources in the region. However, the manuscript requires some methodological, statistical, taxonomic, and language-related improvements before it can be considered for publication.
	




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
The title is clear and reflects the major components of the study. However, the phrase “its relation to water quality parameters” could be revised to “its relationship with water quality parameters” for better scientific English.
	

	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
The abstract provides the study period, study area, number of fish species, major water-quality parameters and general significance. However, it would be stronger if it included the principal water-quality ranges and a clearer statement of the major findings regarding the fish–environment relationship.
	

	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
The keywords are relevant but too few. Additional terms such as Ichthyofaunal diversity, Physicochemical parameters, Freshwater ecosystem, and Reservoir ecology should be considered.
	

	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

The Introduction provides adequate general background, but some statements are broad and require better organization. The specific research gap and justification for selecting Markonahalli Reservoir should be presented more clearly. There are also grammatical and typographical errors that require correction.
	

	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
The general objective is identifiable, but explicit research objectives or hypotheses are not clearly presented. The authors should state the objectives in a separate, concise paragraph at the end of 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     


The cited literature is generally relevant, including studies on fish diversity and water quality. However, the literature review should be strengthened with more recent peer-reviewed studies, particularly studies published during the last five years on reservoir fish communities and fish–environment relationships.
 
	

	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
	

3
The general methodology is appropriate, including four sampling sites, fish collection and monthly water-quality analysis using APHA methods. However, important details are missing, including sampling frequency and effort for fish collection, number of nets/replicates, duration of sampling, preservation procedures, exact analytical procedures, and statistical methods used to establish the claimed relationship between fish diversity and water-quality parameters.
	

	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
No major ethical concern is apparent from the manuscript. However, since fish were collected using nets, the authors should provide an appropriate statement regarding collection permission/ethical considerations, if applicable.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
The basic results are understandable, but the manuscript claims a “very good relationship” between fish diversity and water parameters without presenting an appropriate correlation or statistical analysis. This statement should either be statistically supported or moderated.
	

	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
The taxonomic table and water-quality information are useful. However, figures should be improved in resolution, labelling and consistency. The manuscript should also ensure that all tables and figures are cited appropriately in the text.
	

	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
The Discussion compares several findings with previous studies, particularly regarding cyprinid dominance and seasonal water-quality variation. However, the relationship between fish diversity and individual water-quality variables needs more critical and quantitative discussion.
	

	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
The general conclusions regarding fish diversity and seasonal water-quality variation are supported by the presented observations. However, statements suggesting a definite relationship between fish diversity and water-quality parameters should be supported by statistical analysis or appropriately qualified.
	

	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
	

2
A dedicated limitations section is absent. The authors should acknowledge limitations such as the limited number of sampling sites, sampling gear dependence, one-year study period, and the limited set of physicochemical parameters examined.
	

	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
Most references are relevant, but the reference list requires careful checking for completeness, duplication, formatting consistency and recent literature. Some references lack complete bibliographic information.
	

	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
The manuscript is generally understandable, but substantial language editing is required. There are grammatical errors, spelling inconsistencies, incorrect plural/singular usage, inconsistent capitalization and several typographical errors throughout the manuscript.
	




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. The title is appropriate and accurately indicates the major subject of the manuscript. Minor grammatical improvement is recommended. “Fish Diversity and Its Relationship with Water Quality Parameters of Markonahalli Reservoir, Tumkur District, Karnataka, India” would read more naturally.
	

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

	Yes, with minor revision. The abstract contains the essential components of the study. However, it should report the most important quantitative findings and provide a more explicit statement concerning the observed relationship between fish diversity and water-quality parameters.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	     Partially, with revisions required. The study design and basic observations are scientifically relevant. However, the manuscript requires clarification of the statistical basis for the claimed relationship between fish diversity and water-quality variables. Taxonomic nomenclature, conservation-status information, methodological details, and some interpretations should also be carefully verified. The manuscript reports 16 species and identifies Cypriniformes as the dominant order, which is clearly presented in the Results.  

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and provides useful baseline information on the fish assemblage and physicochemical characteristics of Markonahalli Reservoir. The dataset appears potentially useful for regional freshwater biodiversity documentation. However, the manuscript currently requires major revision, particularly regarding the statistical demonstration of the fish–water-quality relationship, methodological detail, taxonomic verification, reference quality, presentation of tables/figures, and English language. I recommend reconsideration after satisfactory revision.

	

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

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

	No, revision is recommended. The references include several relevant studies, but the authors should incorporate additional recent literature and ensure that all references cited in the text are included in the reference list and vice versa. Duplicate references and incomplete bibliographic entries should be corrected.
	

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

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

	No major ethical issue identified. However, because fish were collected with the assistance of local fishermen, the authors should clarify whether any institutional, governmental or fisheries-related permission was required and obtained.
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