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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.


	It offer valuable insights into sustainable aquaculture by Assessing the impact of different substrates in bioflock-based nursery systems for Peneus vannamei. The findings support improved shrimp growth, water quality and feed efficiency which aid development of eco-friendly farming,
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but it was not concise and focused. I suggested “Substrate Addition Effect on Growth, Water quality, and Nutritional Composition of Penneus vannamei in Biofloc-Based Nursery Systems”
	

	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, but It needs improvement:  

· Focus on key findings and implications.

· Avoid listing all experimental treatments and specifics like measurements.

·  Condense long sentences and remove redundancy
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct overall, with sound experimental design and relevant findings. However, a few important things: 1. While biofloc volume is measured, microbial community structure is not assessed—limiting insight into “why” certain substrates performed better. 2. Some methods (e.g., scrapping biofilm for TSubS) need clearer step-by-step detail to ensure reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, But to strengthened include additional recent reviews or comparative studies on biofloc and substrate integration.
	

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


	· The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors and awkward phrasings. A thorough language editing is required.

· “Between different substrates the natural substrate as bamboo mat was the most suitable...” should be revised as  “The bamboo mat proved to be the most effective substrate...”
· Sentences such as “The experiment consisted of six treatments as biofloc(F)...” should be revised for clarity and professionalism.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript requires moderate revisions before it can be considered for publication:

· The manuscript lacks clarity in writing and suffers from grammatical errors and formatting inconsistencies.

· Data interpretation in some sections needs further elaboration.

· Figures and tables should be better integrated with the text for improved readability.
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