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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 addresses an important and applied topic in aquaculture, focusing on the optimization of carbon-to-nitrogen (C: N) ratios in biofloc systems, which are widely recognized as sustainable alternatives for intensive fish culture. The use of millet as a carbon source is particularly relevant for regions seeking low-cost and locally available inputs. The study provides useful data on growth performance, water quality parameters, microbial load, and biofloc composition in Catla catla. However, significant methodological,
statistical, and interpretative improvements are required for the manuscript to fully contribute to the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title generally reflects the scope of the study; however, it is too long and grammatically inconsistent, and it lacks clarity regarding the experimental design.

Suggested alternative title: Effect of Carbon-to-Nitrogen Ratios Using Millet as a Carbon Source on Growth Performance, Water Quality, and Microbial Dynamics in a Biofloc System for Catla catla
	

	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 requires major revision. It is largely descriptive and lacks key quantitative results, such as final weight, survival rate, and water quality ranges. The experimental design (number of replicates, stocking density, duration) is not clearly summarized. In addition, several sentences are repetitive and grammatically incorrect. should include concise numerical results, clarify the experimental
setup, and avoid subjective expressions (e.g., “emerged as the leader”), replacing them with data-driven conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is based on a relevant experimental concept; however, several scientific and methodological issues need to be addressed.

1. Experimental design clarity: The manuscript inconsistently reports the number of tanks. It mentions “3 tanks” while also stating “three treatments in triplicates,” which must be clearly clarified.
2. Control treatment: A control with daily water exchange is mentioned but not properly described or included in the statistical analysis.
3. Stocking density: Expressing stocking density as 1.5 g/L is unconventional; the number of fish per tank and total biomass should be clearly stated.
4. Biofloc establishment: The use of ammonium sulfate and probiotics lacks sufficient justification, including composition, dosage, and rationale.
5. C:N ratio calculations: Assumptions regarding nitrogen excretion and carbon content require clearer explanation and stronger referencing.
6. Statistical analysis: One-way ANOVA was applied repeatedly over time, but repeated-measures or time-dependent analyses were not considered, potentially affecting result interpretation.
7. Interpretation of results: The conclusion that a C:N ratio of 20:1 is “optimal” is overstated given the short experimental duration (30 days) and limited replication. Potential trade-offs such as increased oxygen demand and solids accumulation are not discussed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes relevant and classic studies on biofloc systems; however, it relies heavily on older literature. Additional recent studies (last 5–7 years) focusing on biofloc systems in carps, alternative carbon sources, and microbial community characterization are recommended to strengthen the discussion and contextualization of results.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	No. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, inconsistent verb tenses, repetitive phrasing, and non-
academic expressions. A thorough professional English language revision is strongly recommended before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Tables and figures require better formatting and clearer legends. Superscript lettering is inconsistent across tables. The discussion section is excessively long and repetitive, often restating results instead of critically interpreting them. Ethical approval for fish experimentation is not clearly stated and must be included.
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