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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 holds significant importance for the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive assessment of Rupchand (Piaractus brachypomus) as an emerging aquaculture species in India. By documenting its biological traits, economic viability, and farmer adoption across different states, the study contributes valuable knowledge to the diversification of freshwater aquaculture systems. It also highlights the species’ role in enhancing food and nutritional security, improving farmer livelihoods, and offering resilience under climate change conditions. Furthermore, the manuscript raises critical discussions on ecological risks, biosecurity, and sustainable management, thereby offering a balanced perspective essential for guiding future research, policy, and responsible aquaculture practices
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “From Rivers to Ponds: Rupchand’s (Pacu Fish) Aquaculture Journey” is engaging but more narrative in style. For a scientific journal, titles are usually expected to be precise, informative, and reflective of the study’s main focus.
I recommend the following title for the manuscript;

1. Rupchand (Piaractus brachypomus) Farming in India: Prospects, Challenges, and Sustainability Implications, OR

2. Expansion and Sustainability of Rupchand (Piaractus brachypomus) Aquaculture in India


	

	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.


	I recommend the following improvements in the abstract; 
1. Explicit Objective or Scope: The abstract should briefly state the aim of the article (e.g., “This review examines the potential, challenges, and sustainability implications of Rupchand farming in India”). Right now, it reads more like a summary than a focused research/review objective.

2. Method: Since this is a review article, it would be useful to mention that it synthesizes evidence from published studies, farmer surveys, or case studies across different states.

3. Balance between Opportunities and Risks: The abstract highlights economic potential strongly but only briefly mentions environmental risks. Expanding slightly on the risks (ecological impacts, invasive potential, disease issues) will make the abstract more balanced and scholarly.

4. Concluding Statement: The conclusion could be made sharper by stressing the contribution of this article to the scientific community, e.g., “This review provides critical insights to guide policymakers, researchers, and farmers towards responsible and sustainable adoption of pacu aquaculture in India.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on my review of the manuscript the content appears to be scientifically correct overall, but there are a few points which need improvement:
1. Balance; The manuscript strongly emphasizes benefits (fast growth, high profitability) but could provide more in-depth discussion of long-term ecological risks and invasive potential, as this is critical for scientific balance.

2. Data sourcing; Some economic figures (e.g., farmer profitability percentage, seed production estimates) are included, but the citations should be checked to ensure they come from peer-reviewed sources rather than grey literature or secondary reports.

3. Disease aspects; “Red disease” is mentioned but not elaborated upon scientifically (etiology, epidemiology, or management strategies). This section could benefit from clearer explanations and references.

4. Terminology; Phrases like “Rupchand is not just a fish, it represents an opportunity” are engaging but less scientific in tone. Reframing into objective, technical language will strengthen credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference section needs significant improvements. The following sources would strengthen the article:
1. Global invasive risk perspective

· Cucherousset, J. & Olden, J.D. (2011). Ecological impacts of non-native freshwater fishes. Fisheries, 36(5), 215–230.

2. Climate resilience in aquaculture

· Soto, D., Aguilar-Manjarrez, J. & Hishamunda, N. (2018). Building resilience for adaptation to climate change in the fisheries and aquaculture sector. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Technical Paper No. 627. FAO.

3. Recent work on pacu farming

· Silva, J.M.C., et al. (2022). Performance and environmental implications of Piaractus brachypomus farming in tropical aquaculture systems. Aquaculture Reports, 23, 101055.

4. Socio-economic adoption studies in India

· Barman, B.K., et al. (2021). Farmer adoption of diversified aquaculture in India: drivers and constraints. Aquaculture Economics & Management, 25(2), 115–135.
	

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


	Areas that need improvement to make the language more scholarly.  

1. Tone:

· Some sentences are written in a popular-science or narrative style (e.g., “Rupchand is not just a fish ……it represents an opportunity”).

· For scholarly communication, the tone should remain objective and precise, avoiding promotional or dramatic expressions.

2. Consistency:

· Terms like “Rupchand,” “Pacu,” and Piaractus brachypomus are used interchangeably. While variety is acceptable, for academic clarity the scientific name should be used consistently on first mention in each section.

3. Grammar & Style:

· Some sentences are overly long and could be split for clarity.

· Occasional informal connectors (e.g., “But soon, small farmers…”) should be replaced with more formal transitions (e.g., “Subsequently, small farmers…”).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript provides a relevant and timely review of Rupchand (Piaractus brachypomus) aquaculture in India, with clear strengths in its coverage of farming potential, economic benefits, and adoption trends. It is well-structured and supported by data, though certain sections, particularly on disease management, ecological risks, and sustainability, would benefit from deeper scientific discussion and updated references. The language is generally clear, but at times it leans toward a popular-science style rather than a scholarly tone, and refining this would improve academic suitability. Overall, the paper makes a valuable contribution to aquaculture research, but some revisions are recommended to enhance its scientific rigor and balance.
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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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