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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.
	This paper focuses on an important and practical topic: using rainwater-harvesting ponds to raise fish. In dry and rural areas where water is scarce, showing that farmers can grow Nile tilapia (Oreochromis niloticus) in existing storage ponds is very useful.
The 24-week study shows that tilapia can survive and grow to a good market size (over 500 g) in this pond when fed regularly. However, the paper needs more work before it can be published. The authors need to provide missing farming details, report sample sizes and standard deviations, and fix clear errors in the early fish size measurements.
	




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 (Good)
	

	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)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	




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, but please fix a typo in the title: The title describes the study well, but the fish's name is written as "Oreochromisniloticus" without a space. Please add a space and italicize it as "Oreochromis niloticus".
Suggested title:
"Growth Performance of Nile Tilapia (Oreochromis niloticus) Cultured in a Rainwater-Harvesting Pond: A Case Study from Pudukkottai, India"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	No.
The abstract gives the final growth numbers, but leaves out basic details about the experiment. Please add the following to the abstract:
Pond size: surface area (in m²) and water depth (in m).
Stocking details: how many fish were stocked at the start (stocking density).
Sample size: how many fish were caught and measured each week ().
Feed details: feed protein percentage and how much was fed each day.
Water conditions: ranges for water temperature, dissolved oxygen, and pH.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No. The paper needs major corrections and missing details:
1. Impossible fish size in Week 1 (Major Error):
In Table 1, the fish in Week 1 are listed as 1.5 cm long and 3.0 g in weight. This is biologically impossible. In reality, a 1.5 cm tilapia fry weighs less than 0.1 g (around 0.05 g). A 3.0 g fish is usually 5 to 6 cm long. A fish that is 1.5 cm and 3 grams would be shaped like a solid ball. Please check your original measurement logs, fix this mistake, and clarify if you measured total length or standard length.
2. Missing basic farming details:
The Methods section is too short and leaves out basic information:
Pond size: State the surface area (in m²) and water depth.
Stocking and survival: How many fish were put in the pond at the start, how many were harvested at the end, and what was the survival rate (%)?
Sample size and variation: How many fish did you catch and measure each week ()? Table 1 only shows single average numbers. Please add plus/minus standard deviation (± SD) for each week to show variation among the fish.
Water quality: You explain in the text that temperature, oxygen, and pH are vital for fish growth, but you did not report any actual water measurements taken during the study.
Feed details: What brand was the feed? What was its protein percentage, and how much did you feed the fish each day?
3. Remove self-criticism in the text:
Several paragraphs in the Results and Discussion sound like a review report apologizing for missing data. Please remove these excuses and write a normal, straightforward scientific discussion.


The study presents useful results showing that tilapia can reach 550 g in a rainwater pond. The authors need to correct the mistaken fish measurements in Week 1, add standard deviations and sample sizes to the data table, describe the pond size and stocking details, include the missing graphs, and clean up the apologetic tone in the text.

	

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

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

	No.
The paper only has 10 references, and several of them are quite old (from the 1980s and 1990s). Please add 8 to 12 recent papers published between 2018 and 2024 covering:
Tilapia farming in small farm ponds and rainwater storage ponds.
Tilapia growth rates, length-weight relationships, and fish condition in freshwater ponds.
Water quality management in small ponds.
	

	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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