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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 value for aquaculture scientists by providing empirical data on optimal stocking densities for Pangasius pangasius in photo-heterotrophic systems, addressing a key gap in intensive farming practices amid stagnating capture fisheries. It offers practical insights into balancing individual growth, survival (up to 93.2% at low densities), and total biomass production (peaking at 99.21 kg/tank), which can guide sustainable production strategies globally, especially in regions like India and Southeast Asia where pangasius contributes over 3 million tonnes annually. For researchers in fish biology and environmental management, the density-dependent effects on water quality and feed efficiency highlight stress factors relevant to broader studies on fish welfare and nutrient cycling, potentially informing related fields like aquaculture toxicology. Overall, its rigorous methodology and economic modeling enhance peer-reviewed literature, aiding grant proposals, farm management, and policy for food
security.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	No, the current title "Analysis the Growth Performance and Survival of Pangasius pangasius at Different Stocking Densities in Intensive Aquaculture Systems" is not correct due to a grammatical error ("Analysis the" should be "Analysis of the") or you go for any other title.
	

	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.
	Add a brief mention of feed conversion ratio (FCR worsening from 1.2 to 2.0) and statistical significance (e.g., "P < 0.05") to highlight efficiency and rigor, as these are common in peer abstracts on pangasius stocking density. Include the specific system type ("photo-heterotrophic with minimal water exchange") earlier for methodological clarity, enhancing reproducibility.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is largely scientifically correct, with methodology, results, and interpretations aligning
well with established aquaculture principles and peer-reviewed literature on Pangasius pangasius stocking density effects.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are moderately sufficient in quantity (33 citations) and cover foundational aquaculture concepts, water quality management, and some pangasius-specific studies, but they lack sufficient recency and direct relevance to recent advances in P. pangasius intensive culture.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	No, the language and English quality of the manuscript are not fully suitable for scholarly communication due to grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent terminology, and non-standard abbreviations that reduce clarity and professionalism.
Frequent errors include "Analysis the" (should be "Analysis of") in the title, "individualsm" (repeatedly used instead of "/m²" or "individuals/m²"), and incomplete sentences like "Production gm 1.11 0.03" in tables. Phrasing is often verbose or imprecise (e.g., "Tanks were dried for one month - Top soil was removed and ploughed" lacks smooth transitions), and tables mix units inconsistently (e.g., "kgtank" vs. "gm").
Proofread thoroughly for grammar/spelling (e.g., "post-larvae PL-7 stage" → "PL-7 post-larvae"); standardize units (use "/m²" throughout); ensure active/passive voice consistency; and expand
abbreviations on first use (e.g., "CN ratio" → "C:N ratio"). Professional editing would elevate it to journal standards.
	

	Optional/General comments
	None
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)
No
	



Reviewer details:

Rahul Kumar Singh, Banaras Hindu University, India

[bookmark: _GoBack]
