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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 provided a general overview on the importance of biotechnology in aquaculture. The covered range of topics are crucial to aquaculture development and ultimately food security. Through biotechnological advancements mentioned in this review, aquaculture science continues to scale up and break boundries in new discovery. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. While the title is well-written and correct in context, the review has only covered aquaculture to a large extent without discussing how biotechnology is employed in Fisheries science. It is one thing to produce aquatic food product but the management of wild capture fish using these technologies is lacking here. I would suggest the authors limit this title to Aquaculture only.
	

	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.


	Yes. Abstract is clear and comprehensive enough. However, here are some aspect to review…
1. “Fish output has risen rapidly in recent years to over 120 million tons, accounting for 52% of all fish consumed by humans.” What does fish output means in this sentence?
2. “The production of aquaculture accounted for 82 million tons, or USD 250 billion, of the estimated actual money value of USD 401 billion.” This can be written as Aquaculture production
3. “Significant progress has been achieved in breeding fish with superior features, such as increased feed conversion efficiency………” use fish breeding instead

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Some concerns regarding this manuscript that needs to addressed before it can fully be scientifically sound.
1. The author repeated omitted lots of citations for many of its claims. Obviously, these claims aren’t the authors research, so it should be cited appropriately. Almost every aspect of this work should be revisited.

2. For the most part of each section covered, the author did a very brief overview which did not provide readers with context enough to relate the said advantages. The authors should consider including more literatures to solidify their claims. For instance, the probiotic section needs comparative evidence. They should talk about work that were done and what was achieved and found across literature.

3. Table 1. Needs to properly be referenced. The work highlighted needs to be cited accordingly not lump them together under one citation please.

4. Are aol figures in this manuscript made by the authors? If no, the copied table must be properly cited.

5. Another instance of “failing to provide enough evidence” is section 3.1.7… This significance needs to be discussed in relative to exiting findings across many aquaculture species.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. References are still largely missing across this manuscript. 
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The knowledge this manuscript aims to pass is very important and useful to the field. However, the above-mentioned concerns need to be addressed.  Several citations/references are missing. This makes the manuscript lack scientific credibility. Also, the manuscript should critically review literature and provide more evidence to back up their claims
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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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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