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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 review manuscript is a good provider of the interventions by genetic and biotechnological applied in aquaculture of India and the subcontinent to an extent. The conventional techniques in this article reveals how biotechnology can contribute to the aquaculture, food security and climate changes of India. The outcomes are very straight forward for a new reader and well-written.  The idea is good to bring all the information in one like selective breeding, chromosome manipulation etc. but there should be more synthesis to make it a well-documented paper for scientific community. The Literature is vast and requires polishing to be a valuable one for the journal as well.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The manuscript is clearly India focused and there is hardly any international case study to back it up in general. If you decide to make it more India oriented then the title is inappropriate. The better title you can use is “Genetic and Biotechnological Interventions in Aquaculture for Sustainable Development of India: A Review”
	

	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 excessively long and the primary focus is not mentioned properly. CRISPR, MAS, QTL all the technological advances should have been highlighted and there are no such conclusive syntheses mentioned in the abstract. It is hard to understand the objectives for a new reader and also the lack of scientific background makes it even harder to find the relations from the challenges point of view. It is mostly generalized. What will be the forward thinking for sustainability and how existing threats can be mitigated should be written clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is extremely extensive and descriptive. There should be analysis from authors own because review article doesn’t mean only the presentation of the existing information rather the analysis is more vital. The unresolved issues should have been discussed properly Some of the concepts were mentioned multiple times which is affecting readability and coherence. The historical background of Jayanti rohu, GIFT tilapia, and shrimp breeding programs are documented in a descriptive way and they can be taken in a different section of existing case studies and what is the current regulatory status in India regarding this. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are inconsistencies in the text references like https://dbtindia.gov.in is mentioned, there is no need to mention the website rather, the webpage can be stylized in Elsevier format. the manuscript is full of old references (pre-2015) in several sections. The FAO references must be rechecked in details.
	

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


	The manuscript is grammatically weak with a few inconsistencies in tense and punctuation mistakes. A few sentences are overly long, contain multiple clauses making them difficult to follow. The article needs to be checked again to minimize the errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Don’t just put figures exactly from the original one, rather make some from your own to make some analysis or the interpretation of the theory. Figures are cited, but they are poorly integrated. The figure 1 is specially not scientific at all, it remains an illustration only. How the sustainability Development Goals (SDGs) in terms of India should be related and mentioned in a separate section or in the Introduction. There is a significant difference between innovation and improvements. So. established practices should be fallen under both scenarios. Introduce quantitative comparison in data for all the new improvements. Environmental footprints can be added in the future scopes if possible.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No direct ethical violations are detected as such but may be the biodiversity regulations can be included in technological discussions.
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