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Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of
this manuscript for the scientific community. Why do you
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Stocking density experiment is important in commercial fish farming activities for
high growth rates so this study is practically important for today’s scenario
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Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific
correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this
manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A
minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

Farming in budikdamber may be common in few countries based on this the commercially
important fish Mutiara catfish culture in different stocking densities is more relevant and the
method followed is technically valid

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
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