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	Topic is relevant for aquaculture and ornamental fish genetics
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	· Remove excessive explanation of results (fragment counts).

· Include concise purpose + methodology (RAPD, NTSYS) + key findings.

· End with a clear concluding statement about suitability of primers and hybrid identification.
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· Sample size is critically low (one fish per cross) → major limitation.

· No replication = no statistical validity.
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· Very long explanations of RAPD basics repeated multiple times.

· Figures lack scale clarity and legibility.

· Some conclusions are over-interpreted (“creation of a new species”).
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· Insufficient clarity in figures and tables.
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