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	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 provides a field-based comparison of key water quality parameters (temperature, DO, pH, alkalinity, BOD) between maintained fisheries and non-maintained ponds, linking abiotic conditions to fish yields. It reinforces the practical relevance of water quality management for smallholder aquaculture in India, highlighting how differences in maintenance practices can translate into productivity and socioeconomic benefits. By presenting site-specific data over multiple dates, it contributes empirical evidence that supports established guidance on optimal ranges for pond culture and offers context for local management decisions.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	- The title is too much general and contains unclear elements (Some Environmental Parameters)

- Proposed tile: 

Water Quality and Fish Productivity in Maintained vs. Non-Maintained Ponds: A Field Study in Assam, India
	

	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 needs improvement:

- The manuscript presents results descriptively without statistical tests. Consider adding basic statistics (means, ranges, standard deviations) and whether differences between sites are significant.
- Include specific parameter ranges observed (briefly) and the main quantitative finding on yield differences. 

- Mention study design briefly (two fisheries vs two ponds; sampling interval). 

- Clarify main implications for management or recommended practices.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript aligns with standard aquaculture water-quality concepts (DO, temperature, pH, alkalinity, BOD) and references classical works.
- Some statements are a bit general; strengthen with direct comparisons and explicit conclusions drawn from the data (e.g., which site had consistently best conditions and yields)

- The methods section is written as a list. Must be converted to paragraph style.

- the manuscript presents results descriptively without statistical tests. Add at least basic statistics (means, ranges, standard deviations) and whether differences between sites are significant.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	- The references cover foundational works up to the early 2000s, with many classic sources. 

- Consider adding more recent reviews and guidelines on aquaculture water quality and pond management to bolster current relevance, including recent methodological references for field water quality sampling and statistical analysis in aquaculture. 

- If possible, include region-specific recent studies from Indian journals on pond aquaculture to contextualize local practices.


	

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


	- Overall understandable, but several typographical issues and occasional awkward phrasings (e.g., repeated sentences in Introduction, minor grammar).

- Standardize tense usage and terminology (e.g., “maintained” vs. “non-maintained” consistently). 

- Correct species names and ensure consistency in abbreviations (DO, BOD, etc.) and units. 

- A careful copyedit to fix minor typos and improve flow would raise scholarly quality.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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