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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	Fish stock assessment is a methodology for monitoring both the state of fish populations and the impact of the exploitation methods used. Determinations on the state of exploitation of the two species' stocks made in this manuscript bring to the forefront judgments on the use of certain fishing gears and the impact they have. Stock assessments for two species of fish (Oreochromis niloticus and Chrysichthys nigrodigitatus) that are common in catches and that exploit the same trophic niche at a global overview make the manuscript of interest to the scientific community. At the same time, the specific habitat described, that of an accumulation for the production of electricity, an anthropized habitat, makes the subject of the study more interesting
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, but can be adjusted for clarity. 

Suggestion: Stock assessment of Oreochromis niloticus and Chrysichthys nigrodigitatus from the Buyo hydroelectric reservoir, bordering Taï National Park (Côte d'Ivoire).

	

	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 is detailed, but I suggest to present more clearly highlighting the purpose of the paper and its key contributions.

Please refrain from using the same keywords that have been used in the title. Use different words to enhance the retrievability of your work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In the introduction, data on the ecology of the species it refers to as a starting point and to understand the role of these species in the habitat.
Kindly ask the authors to reconsider the organization of the data on the types of fishing gear used, introducing their description in the chapter on materials and methods is more appropriate. Even if a table with the percentage of fishing gear used to carry out the study can be included in the results chapter, their technical description (gear type, length, height, mesh size, what types of traps, the material it is made of etc.) is necessary to better understand the working methods used. There are differences between the number of fishing gear types presented in the conclusions (seven) and the rest of the manuscript (five).
If descriptive statistics were used (see table 2 growth parameters) why it is not mentioned in the materials and methods what types of programs were used.
I think the organization of the paper could make it more accessible because it presents relevant data for fish stock assessment


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Lorenzen, Kai, et al. "Stock assessment in inland fisheries: a foundation for sustainable use and conservation." Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 26 (2016): 405-440.
DOBRE, Angelica, et al. "Fish Biodiversity and Stock Assessment in the Danube River: Insights from Km 169-197." Bulletin of the University of Agricultural Sciences & Veterinary Medicine Cluj-Napoca. Animal Science & Biotechnologies 82.1 (2025).
	

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


	The manuscript should undergo a thorough check for grammatical and spelling errors, along with extensive editing to enhance the clarity of the language. Some phrases are overly complex and should be simplified to make them more accessible to a broader audience. There are also some expressions that do not appear in the technical language of fish stock assessment: “indicators of the health of this fishery“; “bar length“(refers to the mesh size, probably).
	

	Optional/General comments


	For accurate information on fish species and to ensure proper credit is given to taxonomists and zoologists for their hard work, I kindly ask the authors to consult FishBase (https://www.fishbase.se) or other reliable databases. When a particular species is first mentioned in the manuscript, kindly use its complete name, like: Oreochromis niloticus, Linnaeus, 1758; Chrysichthys nigrodigitatus Lacepède, 1803
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