Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Microbiology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JAMB_146700

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Biofloc Technology as a Strategy for Sustainable Urban Aquaculture and Food Security: A Review

	Type of the Article
	Review Article


	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.


	The tone, structure, and content of the article more closely resemble a policy document or government outreach report rather than a scientific research article. The narrative appears focused on describing schemes, initiatives, and programs in a non-critical, descriptive manner, lacking the analytical depth expected in scientific discourse. Instead of presenting hypotheses, scientific methodology, or quantitative analysis, the manuscript reads as an informational brochure intended for public dissemination.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title chosen by the author is appropriate and well-aligned with the central theme of the article.
	

	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 overly generalized and lacks the specificity required for scientific rigor, as it does not incorporate key facts or data to substantiate its claims. Furthermore, while the article attempts to address both the Indian and global context, the abstract fails to clearly differentiate these perspectives through relevant statistics, comparative analysis, or evidence-based trends. However, certain elements such as the emphasis on self-introspection and reflective questioning on the future of food security in metropolitan regions are thoughtful and unique. These aspects, if developed with scientific support and contextual clarity, have the potential to add strong value to the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article presents shortcomings in its organization, scientific rigor, and academic value. 

Firstly, the absence of line numbers throughout the manuscript impedes critical evaluation, as it becomes difficult for reviewers like me to accurately reference specific statements or identify areas of concern. This omission reduces the traceability necessary for a scholarly review process.
Secondly, the sections and subsections are not correctly numbered, which affects the structural clarity and flow of the manuscript. Proper sequencing of sections is essential for readability and for maintaining a logical progression of ideas in a scientific article.

Thirdly and most critically, the article fails to incorporate empirical data, scientific evidence, or a substantive literature review. There is a severe lack of engagement with peer-reviewed studies on species diversification, ecological outcomes, genetic variability, or other technical aspects pertinent to the topic. The absence of detailed scientific analysis significantly undermines the credibility and bibliometric analysis value of the review article. 

Fourth, Key elements such as various pertinent and advances in methodological framework currently used in biofloc aquaculture, statistical validation, and comparative discussions are entirely missing. Also there were no mention of engineering aspects.

Lastly, there were no clear discussion about the present stocking densities across species
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are neither sufficient nor recent.

The cited literature primarily were government schemes reports and generalized discussions and popular/review articles rather than addressing technical, scientific, or species-specific aspects of aquaculture.

include original research articles rather than review articles and Government and policy reports. 

For example: You can include certain original research articles relevant in the current topic and their critical outcomes like the ones mentioned underneath :

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2024.741756

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2024.740920
	

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


	Yes, there were no flaws in language, other than few minor spelling and minute grammatical errors, especially in abstract and introduction parts. Other than those, the language of communication was quite clear and perceivable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The above comments were to not discourage the scholar/early career researcher who is/are new to the scholarly communication; rather to improve their publication and research communication abilities.
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