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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 study blends theory and real-world fish farming by incorporating water-quality factors such as pH and alkalinity into the classic logistic growth model. It gives farm managers a key tool to spot "severe stress" points where growth can't keep up with harvesting, averting population crashes. Key finding: a tipping point at Q≈0.4 shows sustainability shifts with environmental conditions.
Overall, it pushes for adaptive strategies and real-time monitoring to balance harvests, food security, and profits.
	


Review Form (Research)


Page 1 of 4 V240326




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)



	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
	5
	



	N/A = Not Applicable
	
	






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, the title is suitable for this manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, but the following suggestions or comments can improve the manuscript:

· In equation (3.3), there are no subscripts on the equation variables used, while in equations 3.4-3.6, subscripts are introduced. Please correct this and be consistent.

· There are cases where claims are made without providing evidence from the literature, mostly in the introduction section and in the literature review section. Please provide references to support. This will also increase the number of citations in the references

· Ensure all units are explicitly stated in the parameterisation section. While [image: ] is given as 0.5, the "unit time" (e.g., days, weeks, months) should be defined to make the harvesting rate ( [image: ]) and growth rate are biologically meaningful for Tilapia.

· While the text correctly identifies the "higher equilibrium" as stable and the "lower equilibrium" as an unstable threshold, providing a formal stability proof using the derivative of the net growth function (Jacobian stability analysis) would strengthen the "Equilibrium Analysis" section.

· The specific functional forms for the modifiers, such as the Gaussian-like [image: ] and the exponential [image: ] , are presented without explicit citations or empirical justification from the Aquasamaki Farm data. Briefly explain why these specific mathematical structures were chosen to represent those environmental stressors (refer to equations 3.4-3.6).

· The transition from "Optimal" ( [image: ]) to "Moderate" ( [image: ]) and "Severe" ( [image: ]) is helpful. However, the study notes a critical bifurcation at [image: ]. Providing a simulation specifically at this "tipping point" would significantly enhance the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the references are insufficient, as many claims made in the introduction and parts of the literature review are not referenced. Please provide references that are sufficient.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	





Reviewer details:

Ngaka John Nchejane, National University of Lesotho, Lesotho
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