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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 topic in sustainable aquaculture by evaluating the effects of carbon-to-nitrogen (C/N) ratio manipulation in wheat bran–based biofloc systems on the growth performance and physiological responses of Clarias gariepinus. The study is particularly relevant for tropical aquaculture systems where water scarcity and feed costs are major constraints. Optimizing C/N ratios in biofloc systems may contribute to improved nutrient recycling and enhanced production efficiency. Therefore, the topic is scientifically and practically valuable for fish nutritionists, aquaculture practitioners, and researchers working on biofloc technology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the main variables investigated. However, minor revision is recommended for clarity and formatting consistency.

Suggested revised title:

“Effect of Carbon-to-Nitrogen (C/N) Ratio Manipulation on Growth Performance, Nutrient Utilization, and Body Composition of Clarias gariepinus in a Wheat Bran–Based Biofloc 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 summarizes the main findings; however, several improvements are required:

1. There is duplication of the PER and PPV statement, which must be removed.

2. Statistical notation is inconsistent (P vs p formatting).

3. The stocking density and experimental replication are not clearly described.

4. Some statements are slightly overgeneralized, particularly regarding metabolic efficiency.

5. Minor grammatical corrections are necessary.

The abstract should be revised for conciseness, clarity, and consistency with the results presented.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design is conceptually sound and addresses a relevant question. However, several methodological and analytical issues require clarification:

1. The method used to calculate and adjust the C/N ratio is not clearly described.

2. Some growth performance formulae (SGR, RGR, FCR) are incompletely presented.

3. There are inconsistencies between the statistical results reported in tables and their interpretation in the text.

4. The reported ammonia concentrations appear unusually high and require clarification (e.g., TAN vs unionized NH₃).

5. Interpretation of biochemical indices occasionally exceeds the data directly measured.

Therefore, while the experimental framework is appropriate, substantial methodological clarification and statistical revision are necessary.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant; however, there are concerns:

1. Several citations dated 2024–2025 should be verified to ensure they are published and accessible.

2. Some foundational biofloc literature could be strengthened by including more widely recognized and established studies.

3. Citation formatting requires consistency.

The reference list should be carefully rechecked for authenticity, accessibility, and formatting compliance.


	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial language editing. There are numerous grammatical errors, inconsistencies in tense usage, and formatting problems. Some sentences are informal or awkwardly structured. Professional English editing is strongly recommended prior to publication
	

	Optional/General comments


	The research gap and hypothesis should be clearly stated at the end of the Introduction.

The calculation procedure for carbon addition must be explicitly described.
Units and statistical reporting should be standardized throughout.
Decimal precision in tables should be reduced to realistic levels.

The conclusion should clearly recommend a single optimal C/N ratio (based on the data, C/N 15 appears most appropriate).
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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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