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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 provides valuable insights into the accessibility and usage patterns of commercial fish feed among small-scale fish farmers in Manipur, a region that is underrepresented in aquaculture research. By highlighting the socioeconomic and logistical barriers faced by farmers, it contributes to a better understanding of regional disparities in aquaculture development. The study sheds light on feed preferences, pricing dynamics, and subsidy reach, offering data that can inform policy adjustments and targeted interventions. It emphasizes the importance of infrastructure development and localized feed solutions for enhancing sustainability in inland aquaculture. The findings are particularly relevant for researchers, policymakers, and extension workers aiming to support inclusive and resilient aquaculture systems in Northeast India. Overall, this study adds empirical evidence to the growing body of literature on sustainable aquafeed strategies and rural aquaculture development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is concise, informative, and reflects the scope of the study.
	

	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 provides a good overview of the study’s objectives, methods, key findings, and implications. However, some areas can be improved for clarity and precision. The phrase “economic disruptions” is vague and should be specified, for example, as “economic blockades,” to better reflect the regional context. Additionally, the term “high-protein” should be clarified—does it refer specifically to feeds with 28–30% protein, or a broader range?. It is also recommended to rephrase the concluding part of the abstract for greater impact; instead of “…and promoting locally produced, cost-effective feed alternatives to support sustainable aquaculture,” consider using: “…and promoting local, low-cost feed innovations to enhance aquaculture sustainability in Manipur.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in general, but it can be significantly strengthened with a few improvements.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in your manuscript are generally relevant and regionally appropriate, especially for a study focused on aquaculture practices in Manipur. However, from a scholarly perspective, the reference list could be strengthened by adding more references.
	

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


	Some grammatical errors. Past and present tenses are inconsistently used within the same paragraph.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction
· “Fish feed constitutes the largest share of operational costs...productivity of cultured fish” is repeated in the Abstract and Introduction Sections. Rephrase or change to another sentence.

· Inconsistent use of terminology “commercial pelleted fish feed”, “commercial fish feed”, and “commercial feed”. Choose one term and standardize it throughout the manuscript.
· Remove repeated phrases "floating and sinking feeds" appears twice unnecessarily in a single sentence.

· 50 % should be written as “50%”. Standardise this formatting throughout the manuscript.

Materials and Methods
· Add the total population of fish farmers in the selected districts to justify the sample size (n = 50) and specify the time frame of data collection. The information was mentioned in the first paragraph of the Result section and should be moved here.
· Was any pilot testing done for the questionnaire? Was the questionnaire validated or pre-tested?
· You mention “qualitative and quantitative” analysis. But only descriptive statistics are used here. If no qualitative analysis was performed, remove the word “qualitative.”

Results

· Move the sample size and time frame to the Material and Methods section.
· Be consistent in phrasing and formatting. In the Result section, “@ Rs. 70-75/- per kg” is used, while in Material and Methods “₹60 to 80 per kg”. Choose one format and standardize it.
· In the last paragraph, clarify the statements “Floating feeds...not feasible for the remaining 20%” what about the remaining 20% of the 100%? Earlier, only 60% of farmers were said to use floating feeds.

· The gender breakdown (80% male) is noted, but its implications such as potential access disparities or the role of women are not discussed in depth.

· In paragraph 3, ensure consistency in figure references. Use either (Fig 6) or (Fig. 6) and standardize this across the manuscript.
· Label the x- and y- axes of all graphs to improve clarity and interpretation.
Discussion
· Provide specific suggestions on how to implement solutions like decentralized feed hubs.

· Identify whether there are any government schemes or programs that could be leveraged to support such initiatives.
· Consider including discussion on how socio-political disruptions such as economic blockades or strikes influence feed accessibility, such as through market closures or transport delays.
· Include limitations of the study, especially the small sample size (n = 50).
· Again, “50 %” should be corrected to “50%.” Ensure consistency throughout the text.
Conclusion

· Suggest future studies or pilot programs focused on the development and testing of locally manufactured feed options.
References
· Standardize reference formatting including journal names, volume/issue formatting, and italic where necessary.
· Resolve inconsistencies in in-text citations and the reference list. For example, "Tacon & Metian, 2015" appears in-text but in the reference list "Tacon & Metian, 2008". Confirm which is correct and update both in-text and in the reference list.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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