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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

 

Line 7 – stocked not socked 

Line 12- fry fed NOT feed 

Line 52 – The study compared the growth response and 

survival rate of Clariasgariepinus fry fed NOT fry 

different commercially formulated feed (remove fry)….28 

days. 

Line 56 - ….C. gariepinusfry (remove fry) 

Line 57 – fed NOT feed 

Line 63 – recast entire sentence ……………………..fry fed 

these depends on their composition, texture, flavour or 

mixture of these factors (which factors?) 

Line 71 – this statement is superfluous since the author 

already gave reason why feed with low crude protein did 

better than those with high crude protein see line 70. 

Therefore, line 71 can be removed. 

Line 97- the author mentioned about cost differential 

between Lucky Star and Artemia, however, the study did 

not consider this and as such it is a mere assumption. 
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