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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 assesses the Synodontis schall using life history parameters generated by the Fisheries Stock Assessment Tools (FiSAT). Although the statistical tool has many weaknesses, it is still one of the important packages for data poor fisheries as right said by the authors. However, care must always be taken when using such tools and there should be other ways to validate the results. The study has nevertheless added to the information gap that existed in the fishery.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	A review of the life history parameters of Synodontis schall in Roseries reservoir, Sudan
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract does not mention the main purpose of conducting the study. What research gaps were being filled by this study? The Abstract does not summarise/conclude key findings and does not provide general recommendations. The Abstract itself is supposed to have all the key information covered by the main body of the manuscript. In the current form, the abstract does not cover important components of a proper Abstract hence, needs to be revised
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, they are enough and well up to date
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is Okay 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is Okay but can further be improved if authors can consider the comments I have made 
I have read and understood the scope of the manuscript titled ‘Growth, mortality, and yield per recruit of Synodontis schall in Roseries reservoir, Sudan’ for me to be in a better position to make recommendation whether to accept or reject the paper. The study assesses the Synodontis schall using life history parameters generated by the Fisheries Stock Assessment Tools (FiSAT). Although the statistical tool has many weaknesses, it is still one of the important packages for data poor fisheries as right said by the authors. However, care must always be taken when using such tools and there should be other ways to validate the results. 

Abstract

The abstract does not mention the main purpose of conducting the study. What research gaps were being filled by this study?

The Abstract does not summarise/conclude key findings and does not provide general recommendations. The Abstract itself is supposed to have all the key information covered by the main body of the manuscript. 

In the current form, the abstract does not cover important components of a proper Abstract hence, needs to be revised 

Keywords

The rule of thumb is that words that have been used in the title cannot be used in the Keywords

Introduction

The introduction lacks comprehensive information about the problem being investigated

It also lacks the proper justification why conducting this study is important and how the study results will help in addressing the existing issues

The introduction does not really recognize other studies before the current study so that they act as the base for conducting this study

Materials and Methods

Study Area

There is need to maintain consistency between the Dam and Reservoir 

‘Fish samples were collected from four designated sites.’ Is not part of the study area

Caption for the study area must be Figure 1 and not Map 1

The map needs to be increased in size

Tables need to be formatted to suit the journal’s requirements 

Sample collection

Information in the table should not be repeated in the text 

Length-weight relationship

The formula for the relationship can be simplified to W = aLb

Mortality Parameters

K is not Growth rate rather it is a Growth Coefficient 

Length at first capture

There is no Z on the = the total mortality

Data Analysis

All the above equations must be part of the data analysis and not only the length-weight and population parameters as indicated in the section.

Results

The first sentence under this section belongs to methodology and not here

Fig 2 clearly shows that the data for length and weight had big error margins hence the misfit in the graph. The relationship between length and weight is NOT linear 

Authors are not interpreting the results shown in Fig 3. They were supposed to follow the cohort from the January to December and see the continuation or otherwise

On Fig 4, authors did not pick the correct maximum point as the initial starting length of recruitment hence leads to erroneous estimation of the subsequent mortality parameters 

Not enough information for the Fig 5

Table 3 was supposed to be at the beginning of the Results section

Discussion

Avoid repeated the results and captions. This section only discusses what has been reported in the results section

Conclusion

This section is also presenting the results instead of summarizing the key findings based on the study objectives

References

They need to be formatted to fit the journal’s requirement
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