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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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.
	The manuscript is very relevant, mostly because of the contribution of genetic and biotechnological tools to the development of sustainable aquaculture. Due to the increasing pressure on fish stocks and demand for protein, this approach is very valuable.

	Noted 


PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	ok

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	ok

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	ok

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	ok

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	Ok done 

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	ok

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	ok

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	Ok revised 

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	Done revision 

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	Done 

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	Ok

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 = Poor
	Revised 

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	Revised 

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	Done 


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is appropriate and reflects the main topic of the manuscript, it is clear and informative, but it’s general and does not quite reflect the descriptive nature of the manuscript. The term “modern approaches” is vague and not clearly defined.
Recommendations:

A Review of Genetic and Biotechnological Approaches for Sustainable Aquaculture Development
	Title revised 

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract introduces the general topic and highlights the importance of genetics and biotechnology in aquaculture, it mentions key concepts such as selective breeding, gene transfer, and sustainability, it reflects the broad scope of the manuscript. But, the abstract lacks a clear structure, the objective of the review is not explicitly stated, the methodology for literature selection is absent or vaguely described. Some sentences are repetitive and reduce clarity.
	Modification done 

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is generally consistent with established knowledge in aquaculture genetics and biotechnology. Key concepts (like selective breeding, marker-assisted selection, genome editing) are correctly identified and described at a basic level. The examples provided are relevant and valid. 
But a lot of statements are broad and not sufficiently supported by recent or specific references. Some concepts are oversimplified, which may lead to incomplete or potentially misleading interpretations. There is insufficient integration of recent advances (see genomic selection, omics approaches).
The manuscript would benefit from a more critical and balanced scientific discussion. Strengthening the analytical component would improve both scientific accuracy and overall rigor.
	Revised as suggested 

Corrected 

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Although the manuscript includes a range of references covering key topics in aquaculture genetics and biotechnology, a significant proportion of references are outdated and do not reflect recent advances in the field. Many references are general rather than specific. Some key statements are insufficiently supported by high-quality, peer-reviewed sources.
	Revised 


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic; however, in its current form it reads primarily as a descriptive compilation rather than a critical review. The literature coverage is broad, but the analytical depth is limited, and the methodology for literature selection is not clearly described. In addition, the manuscript lacks a clear statement of objectives and does not sufficiently identify research gaps or future directions.

The language also requires careful revision, as clarity and readability are affected in several sections. While the content is generally scientifically sound, the presentation does not yet meet the standards expected for a review chapter.

Substantial revision would be required, particularly in terms of structure, critical synthesis, and clarity of objectives.

	Noted 

Language revised 

Done revision 


	PART  3: 



	
	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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