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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

-To compare feed efficientcy by looking at FCR, precise feeding technique must be 
used to obtain correct feed intake and FCR respectively. In this study, the author had 
used 5  percent body weight by assuming that feed was taken by the fish which 
unlikely to be true. 
-Table 3 is a key information for this manuscript but lacking of unit information. Thus 
hard to understand. 
-FCR much less than 1, this need a good explain and need to compare with general 
information for the same species. 
-Statistical analysis was not incorporated in the table. 
-Initial weight was not provide and compare to ensure that the experiment began 
with the similar size of fish. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

-Minor error such as in text citation 
-Stoking density should be provided 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The author conducted feeding trial to compared 6  different feed formulas. However, it 
appears unclear data was present in the manuscript. 
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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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