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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript offers important insights into the successful farming of Red-bellied Pacu in freshwater ponds, showing how this species can contribute to a more sustainable and profitable form of aquaculture. It also highlights how introducing new fish varieties can improve food security and create meaningful livelihood opportunities, especially for underserved rural communities.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and appropriate for the content of the manuscript. It accurately reflects the focus of the study and provides relevant details regarding the species, culture type, and location.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally informative and covers key aspects of the study, including the species cultured, location, methodology, and results. However, references are not typically included in an abstract. Therefore, it is recommended to remove the citation (Dabbadie and Lazard, 2010) to maintain standard scientific abstract format.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct; however, it would benefit from improved writing and organization. For example, the Results and Discussion section could be structured more clearly to enhance readability and logical flow. Presenting the data more systematically and linking the discussion more closely to the results would strengthen the overall scientific presentation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are limited and not sufficiently recent.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	No, the language of the article requires revisions to meet the standards of scholarly communication. Improvements in grammar, sentence structure, and clarity are needed to enhance readability and ensure the content is professionally presented.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)
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