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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 manuscript holds significant value for the scientific community as it provides critical insights into optimizing feed strategies for transgenic aquaculture species, specifically G4 Mutiara catfish. The findings bridge gaps between laboratory research and practical aquaculture applications, making them relevant for researchers, hatchery managers, and policymakers focused on food security and efficient resource utilization.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Growth Induction of G4 Transgenic Mutiara Catfish Broodstock Candidate Using Mixed Feed", is generally suitable but could be slightly refined for greater clarity and precision.

Suggested Improvements:

Specify the feed type (e.g., "commercial pellet + boiled tuna") to highlight the experimental focus.

Clarify the study’s unique contribution (e.g., "optimization" or "dose-response").
	

	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 generally well-structured but could be improved for greater clarity, completeness, and impact. Below are my suggestions for refinement:

Suggested Additions/Improvements:
1. Add Contextual Significance (1 sentence)

2. Specify Protein Content of Mixed Feed

3. Clarify Economic Impact
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This article is generally scientifically sound, but to ensure complete accuracy, a few points require clarification or correction, which are provided in the text of the article.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Here is my evaluation of the references in the manuscript and suggestions for additional relevant references:

Evaluation of Current References

Strengths:

The manuscript cites key foundational studies on transgenic Mutiara catfish (e.g., Buwono et al. 2016, 2019, 2021) that validate the CgGH transgene’s inheritance and growth effects 111.

Includes methodological references for FCR (Rarassari et al. 2021) and protein requirements (Robinson & Li 1997) [citation:14][citation:20].

Covers local aquaculture practices (e.g., Fish Breeding Research Institute 2014) 1.

Limitations:

Dated references: Some citations (e.g., Buwono 2000) are over 20 years old and may not reflect recent advances in transgenic aquaculture [citation:15].

Lacks comparative studies: No references to similar work on other transgenic fish (e.g., GH-transgenic carp or tilapia) for broader context 169.

Missing key topics: No citations on economic analyses of transgenic aquaculture or environmental risk assessments, which are critical for policy discussions 9.
	

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


	The manuscript's English language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but it requires moderate revisions to meet international publication standards. Below is a detailed evaluation:

Areas Needing Improvement
1. Grammar & Syntax Errors
· Example 1:
· Original: "Treatment B was significantly deferens from both treatments C and D."
· Correction: "Treatment B differed significantly from both Treatments C and D."
· Example 2:
· Original: "Feed should be delivered efficiently with regard to type, amount, schedule, and method—adjusted to match the fish's needs and feeding behavior."
· Correction: "Feed should be delivered efficiently in terms of type, amount, schedule, and method, tailored to the fish's needs and feeding behavior."
2. Awkward Phrasing
· Example:
· Original: "This potential for rapid growth also needs to be supported by proper nutrition."
· Improved: "This rapid growth potential requires complementary nutritional support."
3. Inconsistent Terminology
· Issue: Mixing of "feed" and "diet" (e.g., "mixed feed" vs. "feed mixture").

· Solution: Standardize to "mixed feed" (used more frequently in aquaculture literature).

4. Informal Language
· Example:
· Original: *"The boiled tuna flakes, priced at IDR 60,000.00/kg, were obtained from Resik market."*

· Revised: *"Boiled tuna flakes (IDR 60,000.00/kg) were sourced from Resik Market, Jatinangor."*

Recommendations for Language Polishing
1. Use Active Voice:
· "The study demonstrated..." → "We demonstrated..." (if journal style permits).

2. Precise Word Choice:
· "Showed no significant difference" → "Did not differ significantly".

3. Consistent Units:
· "IDR 17,944.32" (use commas, not periods/full stops for thousands).


	

	Optional/General comments


	The comments and opinions of the reviewers are provided in the article file. Authors should revise the article in accordance with the comments and opinions of the reviewers.
Key Revisions Needed
1. Scientific:
· Clarify protein-content contradictions (Treatment D vs. A).

· Add gonadal data or adjust "broodstock" claims in the title.

2. Language:
· Fix grammatical errors (e.g., "deferens" → "different").

· Standardize terms (e.g., "mixed feed" consistently).

3. References:
· Replace outdated citations (e.g., Buwono 2000) with recent work.

· Add comparative studies (e.g., GH-transgenic tilapia/carp).

The comments and opinions of the reviewers are provided in the article file. Authors should revise the article in accordance with the comments and opinions of the reviewers.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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