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	1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s feedback 

	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. Certainly, this manuscript holds significance within the scientific community, as indicated by the authors. They suggest that the data it presents could potentially galvanize collaborative efforts within the community, aligning with preferences commonly held by its members.
2. The title lacks scientific formality and should be rephrased. Here is a suggested title that may be appropriate, though the authors retain the option to modify it. “Perceptions of Farmers Regarding the Opportunities and Obstacles in Utilizing Indigenous Fish Species within Assam's Aquaculture Industry”
3. The typical components outlined in a structured abstract include the Background, Methods, Findings, and Conclusions. The abstract in this manuscript lacks these elements. I recommend revising the abstract to include the components I mentioned earlier.
4. The author ought to segment the results into subsections to enhance reader comprehension.

5. The authors have performed satisfactorily on this manuscript; it remains acceptable for the scientific field.

6. I recommend the authors to refer to the provided article as an example of both writing structure and content.

Additional suggestion:

7. The introduction is not clearly described. It is too general and lacks the important information about their specific purpose of their experiments. I suggest the authors to modify the introduction section.
8. According the content and methodology, I recommend enhancing the description of the methods utilized by the authors. For instance, there's a lack of specific statistical analysis methods provided. It's crucial for the authors to articulate in detail how they conducted their research and analyzed their data to ensure clarity and comprehension for the readers.


	

	Minor REVISION comments


	1. The English writing should be improved. Numerous sentences in the manuscript require rephrasing.
	

	Optional comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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 yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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