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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 aspect of sustainable aquaculture by evaluating the effect of C:N ratio manipulation in wheat bran–based biofloc systems on Clarias gariepinus. Optimization of biofloc management is highly relevant for reducing water exchange, improving nutrient recycling, and enhancing feed efficiency in intensive aquaculture systems. The study contributes practical insights for African catfish production under tropical conditions, particularly in regions where water scarcity and feed costs are major constraints. The findings supporting an optimal C:N ratio of 15:1 provide useful applied information for fish farmers and researchers working on biofloc technology and nutrient management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the scope of the study. However, it can be slightly refined for clarity and grammatical consistency.

Suggested Alternative Title:

Effects of Carbon-to-Nitrogen (C:N) Ratio Manipulation on Growth Performance, Nutrient Utilization, and Body Composition of Clarias gariepinus Cultured in a Biofloc Technology System
	

	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 informative and includes objectives, methodology, and major findings. However, the following improvements are suggested:

· Remove the repeated sentence regarding PER and PPV (it appears twice).

· Correct minor grammatical errors (e.g., “shows significant differences” → “showed significant differences”).

· Clearly state the number of replicates per treatment.

· Briefly mention the statistical approach (e.g., one-way ANOVA).

· Reduce minor redundancy and improve flow.

Overall, the abstract is comprehensive but requires language polishing and minor editing for clarity and conciseness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of experimental design, parameters measured, and statistical analysis. The use of triplicate treatments and standard growth indices (SGR, FCR, PER, PPV) is appropriate.

However, some concerns require clarification:

· Ammonia values reported (e.g., 7–9 mg/L) appear relatively high and may require justification or clarification (Total ammonia nitrogen vs. unionized ammonia?).

· In Table 2, survival rate for C/N 20 is written as “8.00%” in one section, which appears to be a typographical error (should likely be 80.00%).

· Some discussion references are dated 2024–2025; ensure they are genuine and accessible publications.

· Minor inconsistencies in interpretation (e.g., C/N 20 described as having “superior balance” in discussion, while growth performance peaks at C/N 15).

These issues require correction but do not invalidate the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include foundational literature (Avnimelech, 1999; De Schryver et al., 2008; Crab et al., 2012) and recent review articles (2023–2025).

However:

· Some 2025 references may need verification.

· More region-specific studies on Clarias gariepinus in biofloc systems could strengthen the manuscript.

· It would be useful to include at least one recent (2022–2024) experimental study specifically on African catfish in biofloc systems, if available.

Overall, references are adequate but require minor verification and possible refinement.
	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial language editing. Common issues include:

· Grammatical errors

· Inconsistent verb tenses

· Typographical errors (e.g., “lemgth”, “flunctuation”, “paramters”, “ration”)

· Repetition of statements

· Formatting inconsistencies

Professional English language editing is strongly recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Improve consistency in reporting statistical significance.

· Ensure uniform formatting of units (mg/L, g/fish, °C).

· Clarify ammonia measurement method and form.

· Improve figure captions for clarity and self-explanatory presentation.

· Carefully proofread tables for typographical errors.

· Strengthen the discussion by critically comparing results with previous studies rather than repeating literature summaries.
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