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	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 is important for the scientific community as it evaluates the economic feasibility of Pangasius farming in HDPE-lined farm ponds, offering evidence-based insights for sustainable aquaculture practices. The findings provide practical guidance for farmers and policymakers in optimizing profitability, resource efficiency, and long-term sustainability of freshwater aquaculture systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Economic Viability of Pangasius Aquaculture in HDPE-Lined Farm Ponds: Evidence from Belagavi District, Karnataka
	

	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 informative and covers the background, objectives, and main findings; however, it is somewhat lengthy and data heavy. I suggest simplifying by retaining only the most important economic indicators (e.g., net return, IRR, payback period) while removing excessive numerical details. A clearer statement of the research objective and a brief note on methodology would improve clarity. Finally, ending with a strong concluding sentence on the broader significance for farmers and policymakers would enhance its impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, with clear objectives, appropriate methodology, and reliable use of economic indicators such as NPV, IRR, and payback period. The findings are valid and provide useful insights for aquaculture economics, though some references should be updated and minor language refinements are recommended. Overall, it makes a sound and valuable contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate but not fully recent, as several older sources are cited. I recommend adding more up-to-date studies (2020–2024) on Pangasius farming economics, aquaculture sustainability, and feed cost optimization to strengthen relevance and align with current research trends.
	

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


	The English is generally understandable but requires improvement. Grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent style should be revised to meet scholarly communication standards. A thorough language edit is recommended.
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