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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The study provides valuable baseline information on biofloc fish farming in Rajbari district; however, several limitations need to be addressed. The small sample size and absence of advanced statistical analysis restrict the generalization and scientific robustness of the findings. Additionally, the lack of key technical parameters such as water quality data, feed conversion ratio, and productivity indicators limits a comprehensive evaluation of system performance. Furthermore, the economic analysis could be strengthened by incorporating detailed financial metrics and a deeper assessment of farmer perceptions and adoption challenges
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not included
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO

“Assessment of Biofloc Fish Farming: Current Status, Economic Analysis, and Challenges in Rajbari District, Bangladesh”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, Need to rectify as respect to data 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, 
· The sample size is limited to only six farms, which may not represent the entire district. 
· The study lacks advanced statistical analysis such as ANOVA, regression, or correlation. 
· No comparison is made with conventional aquaculture systems. 
· Important water quality parameters (DO, pH, ammonia, C:N ratio) are not experimentally measured. 
· Feed Conversion Ratio (FCR) is not calculated. 
· Productivity indicators like yield, survival rate, and growth rate are missing. 
· Economic analysis is incomplete without BCR, ROI, and break-even analysis. 
· No sensitivity analysis for feed cost or fish market price fluctuations. 
· Farmers’ perception, awareness, and training aspects are not deeply analyzed. 
· Gender participation is reported but not critically discussed. 
· Tables need better formatting and standardization of units. 
· Some inconsistencies in data presentation and totals are observed. 
· Language and grammar need improvement for scientific clarity. 
· Limited use of recent literature (last 3–5 years). 
· Weak integration between results and discussion sections. 
· Conclusions are not strongly supported with quantitative data. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Need to update as per IMRAD
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
	






PART 3. 

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	
Need to update as per the given comments

· The sample size is limited to only six farms, which may not represent the entire district. 
· The study lacks advanced statistical analysis such as ANOVA, regression, or correlation. 
· No comparison is made with conventional aquaculture systems. 
· Important water quality parameters (DO, pH, ammonia, C:N ratio) are not experimentally measured. 
· Feed Conversion Ratio (FCR) is not calculated. 
· Productivity indicators like yield, survival rate, and growth rate are missing. 
· Economic analysis is incomplete without BCR, ROI, and break-even analysis. 
· No sensitivity analysis for feed cost or fish market price fluctuations. 
· Farmers’ perception, awareness, and training aspects are not deeply analyzed. 
· Gender participation is reported but not critically discussed. 
· Tables need better formatting and standardization of units. 
· Some inconsistencies in data presentation and totals are observed. 
· Language and grammar need improvement for scientific clarity. 
· Limited use of recent literature (last 3–5 years). 
· Weak integration between results and discussion sections.  
· Conclusions are not strongly supported with quantitative data. 
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