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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	Even though the information in this manuscript could be of importance to the scientific community, the manuscript lacks the scientific rigour required. The data and science in the paper does not link to the aquaponics project that was the subject of the survey.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, it is not appropriate. I suggest:
SURVEY ANALYSIS ON FISH SOLD IN LOCAL MARKETS IN MGOMBEZI, KWALE COUNTY, KENYA
	

	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 should highlight the main problem the researchers were trying to solve. I have not seen anything about aquaponics in the abstract. This sounds like a general survey without any link to aquaponics.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript lacks scientific rigor. 
i. The format is flawed; for instance, the statement of the problem, justification and objectives of the study should all be infused in the introduction. 
ii. The data collected is also insufficient, and the analysis is weak. 

iii. All the fish have been written using local names without any scientific or English names. This is a great concern for the international audience that read papers published in this journal
iv. The sample size was too small (10 out of 100 markets and the rationale for choosing the 10 markets was also weak

v. The interviewees were randomly selected. How was the randomization done?


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficient and must be beefed up
	

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


	There is a need to work on the English and writing style. Some of the paragraphs are too short and need to be combined.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I find the data in the manuscript too weak. How is it linked to aquaponics?
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