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	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 highlights the emerging roles of nanobubble and plasma-activated water technologies as innovative tools for improving water quality and sustainability in aquaculture systems. By compiling current research on their mechanisms, generation methods, and applications, the review provides valuable insights that can guide scientists and aquaculture practitioners in developing efficient and eco-friendly farming strategies. The study also identifies existing knowledge gaps and future research directions, encouraging further investigation into the optimization and large-scale implementation of these technologies. Therefore, this manuscript contributes to the scientific community by promoting interdisciplinary research aimed at enhancing sustainable aquaculture production and environmental management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Nanobubble & Plasma Water Technology in Aquaculture” is suitable because it clearly reflects the main focus of the review article, which is the application of these two emerging water treatment technologies in aquaculture systems. Suggested title: Nanobubble and Plasma Water Technologies in Aquaculture: Principles, Applications, and Future Prospects.
	

	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 slightly lengthy and contains some repeated ideas (e.g., sustainability and improved productivity). These could be condensed for clarity and better flow.

  The sentence describing the reactive oxygen species and mechanisms could be slightly simplified to improve readability.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript also correctly highlights the potential benefits of these technologies in improving water quality, controlling pathogens, and supporting fish growth and immunity, which are widely discussed in recent aquaculture research. In addition, the acknowledgement of limitations, research gaps, and the need for further studies on long-term effects and scalability demonstrates a balanced scientific perspective.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct and relevant to current research trends, although careful verification of the cited literature and inclusion of recent references would further strengthen the scientific rigor of the review.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate and appropriate for a review article on nanobubble and plasma-activated water technologies in aquaculture. The manuscript includes 25 references, and many of them are recent publications from 2022–2025, which indicates that the authors have considered current developments in the field. Replace or verify preprint sources:
Some references (e.g., Research Square or SSRN papers) are preprints and not peer-reviewed. If possible, these could be replaced with published journal articles to improve the scientific reliability.
	

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


	Minor grammatical errors, sentence structure issues, and occasional repetition of ideas are present in some parts of the manuscript. A few sentences are slightly long and could be simplified for better clarity and readability. In addition, careful proofreading would help correct punctuation, word choice, and consistency in scientific terminology.

Therefore, while the language quality is generally acceptable, it is recommended that the manuscript undergo minor English editing or professional proofreading to improve clarity, conciseness, and overall readability for an international scientific audience.
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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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