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Review Form 3

PART 1: Comments

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the
manuscript and highlight that part in the
manuscript. 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.

Is the title of the article suitable? The title is relevant to the content of review paper.
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest The abstract of the article is clear and provides a good overview of the topic, but it can be improved

the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please | to make it more comprehensive and focused. Following should have added in the abstract:

write your suggestions here.

a. Although abstract briefly mentions bioprocess technologies, it does not elaborate on
specific applications such as the use of probiotics, vaccines, or enzyme inhibitors. Including
these would make the abstract more detailed and informative.

b. Addition of potential future developments or research gaps could make the abstract more
forward-looking.

c. It should have added challenges in adopting bioprocess technologies, such as cost,
scalability, or knowledge gaps.

d. The phrase “make fish stronger” is vague. Instead of it, the author can use more scientific
phrase “enhance fish immune responses” or “improve fish resilience to infections”.

e. Replace the repetitive phrase “These approaches are expected to reduce dependence on
synthetic chemicals, improve the sustainability of aquaculture, and minimize the risk of
parasite resistance” with “By reducing reliance on synthetic chemicals and minimizing
parasite resistance, these technologies enhance the sustainability of aquaculture”.

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound, covering key aspects of bioprocess technology
and its applications for parasite control in aquaculture. However, a more detailed review would help
ensure the scientific rigor and clarity of the content.

a. The statement regarding "administration of protease inhibitors to inhibit the development of
parasites, virulence, and pathogenesis" needs further elaboration to clarify the mechanisms
involved.

b. While the manuscript mentions the effectiveness of various bioprocess techniques, it could
include more specific quantitative data or experimental results to substantiate claims.

c. Thetable summarizing bioprocess applications is informative but could be expanded with
additional details such as experimental outcomes or case studies.

d. Some terms, such as "enzymes made by microorganisms," could be more specific (e.g.,
"specific enzymes such as proteases or lipases"). The phrase "natural predators are used for
biological control” could include examples for better clarity.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have The references included in the article are relatively comprehensive, and many of them appear to be
suggestions of additional references, please mention them in recent and relevant to the topic.

the review form.

Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for The language quality of the article is fairly suitable for scholarly communication.

scholarly communications?

Optional/General comments
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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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If ves, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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