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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
The licence to fish for research, needs to be printed in the fish samples collection 
paragraph. If not the number licence itself, the body which authorised the fishing. 
After the identification, what happened to the tested fish? This is not clear in the 
text. Were the fish still alive and brought back to the original source or dead? If 
dead, who/what gave permission? 
 
The paragraph in conclusion starting at “Not all the species” ending at “Kebbi state” 
need references and some background in introduction. 

Thank you for your comments. Corrections done. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Introduction: It is better to know the date of the source and reference on the text, than 
looking at the end of the text continuously. This applies mostly in the ref 2, 6, etc. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Is this the first time a study on the fish populations of this area happened? If no, a 
comparison with previous studies could be useful, in terms of presenting the changes (If 
any). 
 

 

 
PART  2:  
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. 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) 
Maybe, look compulsory comments for details.  
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 


