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	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 work provides another interesting aspect of Azolla utilization for the animal husbandry business, focusing on economic and nutritional information. However, more details are needed to make this work complete and more beneficial for the readers. The author should elaborate more on the scale of revenue analysis. Though the author mentioned small-scale farming, the author didn’t specify the difference in cost and revenue between small and large-scale farming. Moreover, the cost of Azolla production was not incorporated into the analysis. Thus, the revenue model might not be complete.
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	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The author states many benefits of Azolla throughout the manuscripts. However, it still needs a scientific explanation or discussion. For example, the author mentioned that Azolla could increase nitrogen retention in turkeys. The author should elaborate more on how Azolla could do that. Is there any scientific behind it? 

- The revenue analysis is not adequate. The cost of Azolla should be included. How much Azolla could improve the revenue for turkey production? 
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	More recent references to Turkey's production and market should be provided.  
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	- The monetary unit used in the manuscript should be international units such as USD.
- Details in Table 1, should elaborate what is T1 and T2 

- Information in Table 2 – 5 , please refer the source of information. Self-collected or secondary data?
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