Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJFAR_135260

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	EFFECTS OF TOTAL AMMONIA NITROGEN (TAN) CONCENTRATION ON GROWTH AND CHLOROPHYLL-A CONTENT OF SEAWEED Ulva sp. IN A CONTROLLED CULTURE SYSTEM

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
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	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 article makes a significant contribution to the scientific literature on seaweed aquaculture. The study highlights the relationship between total ammonia concentration and biomass growth and chlorophyll-a production, which are important indicators of marine plant health and productivity. The results of this study are highly relevant for the development of sustainable aquaculture systems and coastal environmental management, amidst the increasing need for environmentally friendly marine biomass production.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	 Good 
	

	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.


	A more comprehensive abstract, try to include 5 things in balance:

1. Brief background + objectives (no explanation of why TAN is important for Ulva sp. or its relevance to the ecosystem/fisheries)

2. Core methods (can be summarized slightly such as details of all treatments can be abbreviated or grouped)

3. Main results with key figures

4. Interpretation of results (not just "numbers", but "what do they mean")

5. Strong conclusion
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, it is scientifically correct, but there are still notes that need to be corrected:
1. Presentation of statistical data:

a. When mentioning ANOVA p-value, it is better to write it in full: for example, "p > 0.05" or "p = 0.327", not just "not significant".

b. When data is not normal and cannot be ANOVA, it is better to try with alternative non-parametric tests (eg Kruskal-Wallis), not just stopping at normality.

2. Language and Consistency:

a. Sometimes there is a mixture of language and terms that are less consistent, such as "specific weight growth rate" is more appropriate "specific growth rate (SGR)".

b. Terms like "specific specific weight" sound strange and excessive.

c. The word "chlorophyll-a" should be italicized in the text if you want to follow the international scientific style.
3. Data Interpretation:

Some conclusions are too quick: for example, saying a strong TAN relationship with growth only from high R², whereas the significance test of the regression coefficient also needs to be mentioned to be stronger.

4. Use of TAN (Total Ammonia Nitrogen):

The researcher mentioned that urea is used as a source of TAN, which is correct. But it would be more scientific if the chemical reaction was explained briefly (urea → ammonia → ammonium ion NH₄⁺ and ammonia gas NH₃, depending on pH and temperature).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the references are adequate and fairly up to date.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English quality of this article is good

	

	Optional/General comments


	1. This article raises a relevant topic in the field of aquaculture and marine ecology, especially regarding the relationship between water quality (TAN) and productivity of marine plants (Ulva sp.).

2. The writing structure is quite systematic, starting from an introduction explaining the importance of nitrogen for seaweed growth to detailed experimental methods.

3. The data presented support the research objectives, with growth measurements and chlorophyll-a content as the main indicators, although they could be strengthened with additional variables such as photosynthesis ratio or dry biomass.

4. The interpretation of the results is generally correct, but the discussion could be expanded, for example by comparing the results with other studies or discussing the physiological mechanisms why TAN affects chlorophyll-a.

5. Data visualization helps readers understand trends, but the quality of the graphics and labels could be slightly clarified to be more professional.

6. This article has potential practical applications, especially for seaweed farming management, but the implications or practical recommendations section could be emphasized more at the end.
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