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PART 1: Comments

Reviewer’'s comment
Artificial Intelligence (Al) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during
peer review.

Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

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 paper gives good direction on how IoT and fuzzy logic can be employed to improve fish farming
operations. It identifies pivotal issues in managing water quality and optimizing fish feeding, both being
crucial to maintaining fish health and farm output. The innovative approach and step-by-step
methodology can be a helpful guide to researchers and practitioners of smart aquaculture systems.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

The provided title is clear and descriptive with the research focus well conveyed. In the interest of
readability and brevity, an alternate title can be suggested: "Development of an loT-Based Water
Quality Control and Fuzzy Logic Automatic Fish Feeding System". This alternative is more
concise in retaining.

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 is wordy and confusing. Here are the changes required:
1. Remove Redundancies: Delete repeat statements.

2. Clarify Objectives: Make the purpose of the research clear.

3. Highlight Key Findings: Elaborate key findings and implications.

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please
write here.

The paper seems scientifically robust based on content provided. It has a clear methodology, uses
suitable sensors and control units, and presents data supporting its conclusions. Without critically
examining all experimental details, data analysis, and references exhaustively, however, it is not
possible to authoritatively attest to its scientific value. One needs to thoroughly examine the complete
paper to check if there are any hidden errors or misinterpretations.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

The references are adequate and recent but could be further supported by a few newer articles on IoT
applications in aquaculture, fuzzy logic controllers, and water quality management. Include:
1. "loT-based smart aquaculture: A comprehensive review" (Journal of Network and Computer
Applications, 2022).
2. "Recent advancements in fuzzy logic applications for environmental monitoring"
(Environmental Monitoring and Assessment, 2021).
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Is the language/English quality of the article
suitable for scholarly communications?

Language quality in the article is not entirely academic. The article has complex sentences, minor
grammatical mistakes, and awkward sentences that need to be rectified.

Optional/General comments

1. The manuscript needs extensive proofreading and editing to enhance clarity, conciseness, and
overall readability.

2. The manuscript has poor clarity and conciseness. Simplify the complex sentences and
eliminate redundant data. Correct grammatical mistakes and awkward sentences; extensive
proofreading and editing are necessary.

3. Figures 4 and 5 cannot be read and require improvement. Ensure all figures and tables are
properly labeled and cited. Some images seem to be copied from Google; ensure all images
are original or properly credited.

4. Include more recent studies on 10T in aquaculture, fuzzy logic controllers, and water quality
management in the references.

5. Some statements are not well cited.

6. The abstract should be concise and focused, clearly specifying the research aims,
methodology, and key findings. Ensure the methodology is properly explained and justified.

7. Explain the findings well in the results and discussion section and relate them to the existing
literature.

8. The block diagram is simple and not innovative; consider improving it.

9. Explain how the network delivers messages to Telegram.

10. The manuscript fails to explain the requirement of an active network connection to receive
messages on Telegram. It needs to be clarified that in the absence of data pack or network,
the user will not receive notifications. This limitation should be properly indicated to ensure
readers are aware of the system demands and limitations.

The manuscript needs significant revisions. Significant enhancement in clarity, conciseness, and
language quality is required. Some of the statements are not adequately referenced. The dependency
on an active internet connection for the transmission of Telegram messages must be explicitly
mentioned. Figures 4 and 5 are not well defined and must be enhanced, and some of the images
appear to have been copied without giving due credit. The block diagram is not detailed and must be
supplemented to indicate the complexity of the system. These issues must be resolved before the
manuscript can be accepted again.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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