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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 
the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
 

1. Yes, the subject of the paper is important for and contributes to the scientific community.  

2. The title is suitable for the paper. 

3. Abstract is comprehensive but it has to follow the journal guideline. In this section what does 

RAL mean? It should be defined. It is not clear what normal growth means. Better to define the 

meaning of normal growth in the study.  

4.  The headings and subheadings are written in accordance with the guidelines for the journal. 

5. The Manuscript is worthy of a primary publication that can add information regarding the feeding 

efficiency of catfish with low-protein feed despite it having a lower growth efficiency than protein-

rich feed. However, in its current form, it is unpublishable and a lot of work needs to be reworked 

to make it happen. For example, in the result and discussion section, the p-value has to display 

either in the text or in table form. Other questions and detailed remarks are forwarded on original 

manuscripts in track changes.  

6. In the manuscript, limited references are used, and of those almost 23% of the references are 

too old (< 2000). It would be best to compare the findings of the study to recent related 

investigations.  Some references are incomplete and have to be thoroughly checked. In the list 

of references author(s) use a thesis but the type of thesis did not clearly mention. Journal articles 

if possible have to include doi number.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 

 The language needs to be improved, and the manuscript's presentation is weak. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 

 Language editing and evaluation by an English speaker or native will be essential during this 

process to increase readability and clarity. 
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highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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