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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 addresses an important regional issue by integrating aquaculture production constraints with fish consumption behaviour in a semi-arid state of India where fish intake is comparatively low. The dual focus on both supply-side (production impediments) and demand-side (consumer behaviour) analysis adds applied relevance for policymakers and extension agencies. However, it has limited analytical rigor, lacks theoretical framework linking production and consumption.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the content of the manuscript. However, it could be made more precise and academically stronger because the word “Impediments” is strong but slightly generic.
 Therefore, here is my suggestion title “Production Constraints and Fish Consumption Patterns in Semi-Arid Rajasthan: Evidence from Bundi and Tonk Districts”
	

	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 largely descriptive and lacks a concluding implication statement. no clear policy implication statement, no mention of sample size for farmers in abstract clarity, overly descriptive rather than analytical.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is methodologically simple but generally scientifically sound at a descriptive level; however, several methodological and analytical concerns remain. The manuscript does not explain why the blocks were purposively selected or justify the selected sample size (80 consumers and 60 farmers), and it lacks information on reliability testing, questionnaire validation, ethical clearance, and the data collection period. The analysis relies solely on descriptive statistics, with no inferential tests such as regression or chi-square to examine associations between income and consumer preferences, and the basis for income categorization is not clearly explained. In the Results and Discussion section on consumer behaviour, the text frequently refers to tables; however, the tables and figures are missing or not properly embedded, making it difficult to verify and interpret the reported results. Proper inclusion and clear labeling of all tables and figures are essential to support the findings. Similarly, while the constraint analysis presents logical ranking and relevant literature comparisons, it is overly narrative, repetitive in structure, and lacks deeper policy interpretation, with some citation inconsistencies. The conclusion summarizes the findings and suggests policy directions but remains too general, without quantified recommendations, a limitations section, or clear future research directions. Strengthening these aspects particularly by properly including tables and figures, incorporating inferential statistics, improving methodological clarity, adding theoretical grounding, and providing more specific policy recommendations would substantially improve the scientific rigor and overall quality of the manuscript.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are moderately recent (many 2017–2025), which is good. However, some references are not properly formatted, and there are inconsistencies in citation style, particularly in the presentation of publication years. The manuscript also includes limited international comparative literature and relies heavily on Indian case studies, which reduces its broader academic perspective
	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial language revision due to grammatical errors, run-on sentences, inconsistent tense usage, punctuation and typographical errors, and awkward phrasing. Professional English editing is strongly recommended before acceptance, as language quality is currently a major weakness of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It needs major revision on methodology and grammatical issues.
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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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