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	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 is important to the scientific community because it contributes to the growing body of knowledge on biofloc technology as a sustainable alternative to conventional aquaculture systems. By systematically evaluating different carbon-to-nitrogen (C:N) ratios in a wheat bran–based biofloc system, the study provides practical and experimentally supported insights into how nutrient manipulation can enhance growth performance, feed efficiency, and body composition of Clarias gariepinus. The findings are particularly relevant for researchers and practitioners working in resource-limited or water-scarce regions, where reducing water exchange while maintaining productivity is essential. Moreover, the integration of growth, water quality, and biochemical parameters offers a comprehensive perspective that supports both applied aquaculture management and future scientific investigations into microbial fish interactions in biofloc systems.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title: “Effect of Carbon to Nitrogen (C/N) Ratio Manipulation on the Growth Performance, Nutrient Utilization and Body Composition of Clarias gariepinus in a Biofloc Technology System” is generally suitable and accurately reflects the main variables investigated (C/N ratio), the response parameters measured (growth, nutrient utilization, body composition), and the production system (biofloc technology). It is clear, specific, and informative.
However, it is slightly long and could be made more concise without losing clarity.
Suggested alternative title:
“Influence of Carbon–Nitrogen Ratio on Growth Performance, Feed Utilization, and Body Composition of Clarias gariepinus in a Wheat Bran–Based Biofloc System”
1. Using “Influence” (commonly preferred in scientific writing),

2. Replacing “nutrient utilization” with “feed utilization” for clarity,

3. Specifying the carbon source (wheat bran), which strengthens methodological transparency.


	

	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 generally comprehensive and presents the key components of the study, including the objective, experimental design, major findings, and the main conclusion. It clearly reports the tested C:N ratios, growth performance indicators, feed utilization parameters, survival rate, and proximate composition results. The inclusion of specific numerical values strengthens the scientific clarity and allows readers to quickly grasp the magnitude of the observed effects.
However, a few improvements could enhance its quality:
1. Reduce repetition: The statement on protein efficiency ratio (PER) and protein productive value (PPV) appears twice. One instance should be removed to improve conciseness and avoid redundancy.

2. Clarify methodological context briefly: While the abstract mentions a 10-week outdoor culture study and 100 L tanks, it may benefit from a brief statement specifying the experimental design (e.g., completely randomized design with triplicates) to improve methodological transparency.

3. Streamline numerical detail: Although numerical data are valuable, the abstract currently contains many specific values. It may be more effective to report only the most critical performance indicators (e.g., FMW, FCR, survival) and summarize the rest more concisely to improve readability.

4. Strengthen the concluding statement: The final recommendation could be more concise and definitive. Instead of repeating growth and proximate findings separately, the conclusion could emphasize that C:N 15 achieved optimal biological and production performance, while higher ratios enhanced nutrient deposition but may not maximize growth.

Overall, the abstract is scientifically sound and informative, but minor editing for conciseness, clarity, and removal of redundancy would improve its readability and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound in concept and experimental approach, but there are several areas where scientific rigor, clarity, and consistency should be improved before it can be considered fully robust.
From a conceptual standpoint, the study is valid. The investigation of different C:N ratios in a wheat bran–based biofloc system and their effects on growth performance, nutrient utilization, and body composition of Clarias gariepinus is scientifically relevant and aligns with established biofloc principles. The experimental setup (triplicate treatments, monitored water quality, growth indices, proximate analysis, and statistical testing using ANOVA) follows standard aquaculture research methodology.
However, some scientific and technical concerns should be addressed:
- Statistical inconsistencies

1. In Table 2, SGR values are reported as not significantly different (all “a”), yet the discussion states that SGR differed significantly among treatments. This contradiction must be corrected.

2. The survival rate for C/N 20 is written as “8.00%” in the text, whereas Table 2 reports 80.00%. This appears to be a typographical error and must be corrected, as it changes interpretation significantly.

- Water quality interpretation

1. Ammonia values appear relatively high across treatments but are reported as not significantly different. The discussion claims C/N 20 had reduced ammonia, which is not clearly supported by the table. The interpretation should strictly reflect the data presented.

- Formula presentation

1. Some growth equations (e.g., RGR, SGR, FCR) appear incomplete or improperly formatted in the Methods section. This affects reproducibility and should be corrected.

- Over interpretation in discussion

1. Some mechanistic explanations (e.g., oxidative stress stabilization, microbial equilibrium at C/N 20) are speculative and not directly measured in the study. These interpretations should be moderated unless supported by data.

- Reference reliability concern

1. Several cited references are dated 2025. If this manuscript is being submitted currently, those references may not yet be published or accessible. This should be verified for accuracy.

- Minor technical issues

1. Typographical errors (e.g., duplicated PER statement in abstract, formatting issues, inconsistent units).

2. Some grammatical issues that may affect clarity.

In conclusion, the manuscript is scientifically plausible and methodologically appropriate, but it requires correction of inconsistencies, clarification of statistical interpretation, improved methodological transparency, and careful editing before it can be considered fully scientifically rigorous.

	

	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 sufficient and includes foundational studies relevant to biofloc technology. However, the literature cited is somewhat dated in places, and there are relatively few recent empirical studies focused specifically on carbon-to-nitrogen ratio manipulation in biofloc systems. I recommend that the authors include more up-to-date references from the past 3–5 years that examine C:N ratio effects on water quality, microbial dynamics, and fish/shrimp growth to strengthen the contextual foundation of the manuscript. Examples could include recent reviews of biofloc technology and recent experimental studies on carbon source manipulation and nitrogen cycling.

	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable; however, the English language requires careful revision for grammar, clarity, and consistency. Several typographical errors, subject–verb agreement issues, and formatting inconsistencies are present. I recommend professional language editing before publication to improve readability and scholarly presentation.

	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript explores optimizing carbon–nitrogen ratios in wheat bran–based biofloc systems for Clarias gariepinus, with a sound experimental design and comprehensive assessment of growth, nutrient use, water quality, and biochemical indices. The findings are valuable for enhancing feed efficiency and reducing water exchange in intensive aquaculture.
Before publication, the authors should address statistical inconsistencies, clarify data interpretation, improve equation formatting, and revise language and typographical errors. Aligning data with conclusions will strengthen the study’s scientific rigor and impact.
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