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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 provides valuable empirical data on the effects of stocking density on growth performance, survival, feed efficiency, and water quality in Pangasius pangasius cultured under intensive systems. Such information is highly relevant for optimizing production efficiency and sustainability in commercial freshwater aquaculture. The study contributes practical guidance for farmers and researchers by identifying density ranges that balance individual growth and total biomass yield. The findings are particularly useful for regions adopting intensive and biofloc-based aquaculture systems with limited water exchange
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, with minor grammatical improvement.

Suggested revised title:
“Growth Performance, Survival, and Production of Pangasius pangasius at Different Stocking Densities in Intensive Aquaculture Systems”


	

	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 well structured and clearly summarizes the objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. It effectively presents growth, survival, biomass production, and water quality outcomes across stocking densities.
Minor suggestions:

· Include Specific Growth Rate (SGR) and Feed Conversion Ratio (FCR) values to strengthen quantitative clarity.

· Remove minor redundancy between growth rate and final weight statements.

Overall, the abstract is suitable for publication with minor refinement.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design, sampling strategy, growth calculations, and statistical analysis (ANOVA with Tukey’s HSD) are appropriate and correctly applied. Results are logically presented and supported by data tables. Interpretations in the discussion are consistent with observed results and supported by relevant literature. Minor clarifications regarding replication and biofloc management practices would further strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, relevant, and appropriate for the topic. It includes classical and recent studies on stocking density, intensive aquaculture, water quality, and biofloc systems. The inclusion of FAO (2023) strengthens the manuscript’s global relevance.
Minor suggestion: Add 1–2 recent (2022–2024) peer-reviewed articles specifically on intensive catfish or pangasius culture systems, if available.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, with correct scientific terminology. However, minor grammatical errors, sentence repetition, and formatting inconsistencies are present, especially in the Introduction and Discussion sections. A light professional English editing would improve readability and flow but is not a barrier to comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  The manuscript is well organized with clear tables and logical sectioning.

  Units and superscripts in tables should be checked for consistency.

  Clarify whether tanks were true replicates or single units per treatment.

  The production modelling section is useful but should clearly state assumptions.
The manuscript is scientifically robust and publishable after minor revisions related to language polishing, title refinement, and small methodological clarifications.
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