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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 useful district-level evidence on fish consumption behavior and production constraints in a semi-arid region of India where such studies are limited. By examining both consumer preferences and farmer-level challenges, it offers an integrated perspective on the demand and supply dimensions of inland aquaculture. The findings can support policymakers and extension agencies in designing targeted interventions to improve productivity, market access, and fish consumption in low-consumption states like Rajasthan.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally appropriate because it clearly mentions both production issues and consumption patterns, and it specifies the study area.

However, the word “Impediments” sounds slightly heavy and is less commonly used in scientific writing. A simpler and more standard term such as “Constraints” would be more suitable.

A clearer alternative title would be:

Production Constraints and Fish Consumption Patterns in Bundi and Tonk Districts of Rajasthan, India.


	

	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.


	Contains too many detailed statistics (percentages and mean scores), which reduce clarity and conciseness.

Lacks a strong concluding sentence highlighting the broader policy or practical implications.

Some grammatical and stylistic inconsistencies need language polishing.

A few sentences are lengthy and could be simplified for better readability.

Minor formatting inconsistency in reporting percentages (e.g., Pangasius value appears incorrectly written in the main text and should be checked for consistency in the abstract if present).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The sample size (80 consumers and 60 farmers) is relatively small for drawing broader generalizations.

There is limited explanation of sampling justification and representativeness.

Some statistical reporting lacks depth (no inferential analysis, no tests of significance).

Minor numerical inconsistencies (e.g., percentage errors such as Pangasius value in the results section) need correction.

Several language and structural issues slightly weaken clarity and scientific presentation.

In summary, the manuscript is scientifically acceptable at a basic descriptive level, but it requires methodological clarification, statistical strengthening, and careful editing to fully meet high academic standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A few references are older (e.g., from 2006–2013), which is acceptable for foundational methods but could be balanced with more recent studies on aquaculture in semi-arid regions.

There is limited citation of studies specifically addressing Rajasthan’s inland aquaculture trends, policy interventions, or nutritional implications in the last 2–3 years.
	

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


	The manuscript’s language is generally understandable, but it does not fully meet the standard of scholarly English.

Some sentences are long, wordy, or repetitive, reducing clarity.

Occasional grammatical errors and awkward phrasing (e.g., “focuses the fish production barriers”) need correction.

Some technical terms are used inconsistently (e.g., “impediments” vs. “constraints”).

Minor formatting inconsistencies in percentages and species names.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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