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reflects the primary objective of the study. However, it could be slightly reformulated to 
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the research for the conservation of aquatic resources. Moreover, the use of technical terms 
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transparency and reproducibility of the research. 
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this article. 
3/5 (Good) 
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remain. For example, the phrase “measured and weighed” could be reformulated to avoid 
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overall fluency and readability of the text. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3/5 (Good) 
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• Improve the clarity and fluency of the text by addressing grammatical and spelling 

errors. 

• Provide a more in-depth discussion on the implications of the results for aquatic resource 

management. 



• Broaden the conclusions to further explore the consequences for biodiversity 

conservation. 

• Add recent references to strengthen the relevance and up-to-date nature of the study. 

• Enhance the clarity and fluency of the text by correcting grammatical and spelling 

errors. 

• Improve sentence structure: some sentences are overly long and may be difficult to 

comprehend. Consider breaking them down or rephrasing them for better readability. 

• Add a concluding sentence to the abstract that highlights the significance of these 

findings for the sustainable management of fishery resources. 

• Include a more comprehensive discussion on the implications of the results for aquatic 

resource management, emphasizing their relevance to current conservation strategies. 

•  Expand the conclusion section to further explore the broader consequences of the 

findings for biodiversity conservation and ecosystem health. 

•  Incorporate recent references to strengthen the study’s relevance and demonstrate 

engagement with current scientific literature. 

•  Provide additional analyses: consider applying statistical tests, such as ANOVA or 

Kruskal-Wallis tests, to compare species diversity across different stations or seasons, 

thereby enhancing the robustness of the findings. 

•  Offer a more in-depth interpretation of the results: specifically, discuss the meaning of 

the diversity and equitability indices in the context of Lake Madarounfa and its fish 

communities. 

• Elaborate on how these findings can inform and guide local aquatic resource 

management decisions, with practical recommendations where possible. 

• Include a discussion on the potential consequences of low equitability on fish population 

dynamics and community stability, addressing possible risks to ecosystem resilience. 

•  Regarding visual elements (tables and figures): in addition to Figure 1, the inclusion of 

summary tables presenting the identified species, their abundances, and ecological 

characteristics would enrich the presentation of the results. For instance, a table 

displaying diversity and equitability indices by station would provide valuable insight. 

•  Interpret the results more thoroughly: the authors should deepen their interpretation by 

discussing both the ecological implications and the relevance for resource management. 

Why are these results important for conservation efforts? How do they compare with data 

from other lakes in the region? 

• Consider environmental factors: adding a section that addresses potential environmental 

variables influencing ichthyological diversity would strengthen the analysis. For 

example, the impact of seasonality on species diversity or the effects of fishing pressure 

could be explored to provide a more comprehensive understanding. 
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