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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.
	1. This article is important because social media is an effective tool in disseminating important technical knowledge information, such as cultivation techniques, fish disease prevention, water quality management, and harvest marketing.
2. This article is useful for strengthening the catfish farming community and digital skills to increase profits and expand market reach.
3. This article also supports government policies and planning in the field of training and information technology infrastructure for the fisheries sector.
4. This article has a role in the technology of transforming traditional livelihoods into more adaptive and competitive
businesses.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Good
	




	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.
	Are there interviews, FGD (Focus Group Discussions), or just quantitative with questionnaires?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. The use of conjunctions and phrases such as "this implies," "this indicates," is too frequent and should be varied.
2. Explanation of how perception statements are validated or constructed is unclear. Is it a tested scale or is it developed in- house?
3. The Likert scale scores are not explicitly explained (is 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree?).
4. It is said that 86% are members of the cooperative, but it is also written that 24% are not members. This is inconsistent because the number exceeds 100%.
5. The sampling mentioned selecting 12 farmers per cell, but it was explained as selecting 15 farmers from 10 cells = 150. This should be clarified for consistency.
6. The theoretical discussion is not in-depth enough, the author can strengthen the discussion by linking the findings to the theory  of  technology  adoption  or  digital  agricultural
communication theory.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References That Need Re-Evaluation
1. Onyenweaku,	C.	E.	2004	Very	old;	needs	to	be replaced/completed with more recent data
2. Ezike & Adedeji 2010 Old and in proceedings; should be replaced or completed
3. Henri-Ukoha, A. 2012 Quite old, no specific journal or publisher mentioned
4. Sudjana (if available in previous version) 2005
Suggestions
FAO. (2022). The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2022. Presenting global data, policy trends and strategies for sustainable fisheries development. https://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/cc0461en
World Bank. (2020). Aquaculture in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Regional
	




	
	Review. Economic analysis and challenges in Africa for aquaculture development. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	1. Grammar and syntax:
Sentences such as:
“This is because Facebook and WhatsApp contain a large capacity of people…”
should be changed to:
“This is because Facebook and WhatsApp have a large user base…”
2. Use of articles (“the”) and plural/singular forms:
Example: “describe the socio-economic characteristics of the respondents in the study area.” could be shortened to:
“describe respondents’ socio-economic characteristics in the study area.”
3. Sentence construction is less academic in some parts:
Example:
“They are expected to be highly innovative, being youths…” would be more academic if written:
“Given their youth, they are expected to be more open to innovation…”
4. Minor incoherence in transitions between paragraphs:
Some paragraphs such as “Furthermore, the study seeks to ascertain…” could be clarified with smoother transitions to make the flow feel more logical.
	

	Optional/General comments
	1. Further analysis: It would be interesting if the authors added logistic regression analysis or other multivariate analysis to strengthen the relationship between variables, not just Pearson correlation.
2. Study Limitations: There is no explicit mention of study limitations, such as potential bias in the sampling method or the use of self-reported data.
3. Adding a brief review of potential policies or programs that governments or NGOs could take based on these findings would make the article more applicable.
4. A flowchart of the relationships between variables (e.g., factors
influencing social media use) could help clarify the relationships in this study.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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