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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	Studies evaluating the inclusion of plant ingredients that are by-products are important for cost reduction, while promoting fish performance. However, this manuscript lacks much information about the importance of including sweet potato peels in fish nutrition. Furthermore, there is a lack of evidence that the peels are a good ingredient to be included in the diet of C. gariepinus.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Alternative title: "Growth performance, biochemical parameters, and cost-benefit analysis of Clarias gariepinus juveniles fed diets with varying levels of orange-fleshed sweet potato (Ipomoea batatas) peel"
	

	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 manuscript abstract is understandable, but it contains a lot of information that is not clear in the text. The text says one thing and the abstract says another. I suggest verifying these inconclusive pieces of information. Points to be verified: a) Include the initial weight of the fish and the final weight of the best treatment; b) Correct the information where it states the number of fish stocked in each tank, as the text mentions 30 and the abstract mentions 10; c) Correct the amount of feed offered daily (the text doesn’t state that it is 5% of the biomass); d) Correct the best treatment, since in the text you state that it is the treatment with up to 40% inclusion, but in the abstract it is 20%; e) Please include the type of system used to carry out the experiment with the fish.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has potential, but it has a lot of room for improvement. Comments below.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are many missing references throughout the text. Many references cited in the text do not appear in the reference list, I suggest verifying. Most of the references used are not up to date. Comments below.
	

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


	Yes, it is.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction:

Main points that I suggest modifying in the introduction: 1) Lack of references to other studies evaluating plant ingredients in fish diets; 2) More up-to-date references (2021-2025); 3) Avoid repetition of references, for example, the FAO report; 4) Change the study justification; 5) Include production data of C. gariepinus; 6) Sweet potato production data.

I do not agree with the sentence: 'Aquaculture is a key part of world food supply, but expensive feed is a key problem, especially where access to conventional fish feed ingredients is impractical (FAO, 2022).' The most expensive feed is due to the inclusion of protein sources such as fish meal and oil. This should not serve as a justification for including sweet potato peels, which are a source of carbohydrates and fiber, mainly. I suggest reformulating the justification, such as the disposal of vegetable by-products and the possible environmental consequences arising from this.

In the sentence 'Other feed ingredients such as local crop by-products may be utilized in order to contribute towards lower costs of feed and improved aquaculture sustainability. orange fleshed Ipomea batatas peels are by-product that is rich in dietary fibre and carbohydrates and therefore form a cost-effective alternative feed ingredient for aquaculture.' Has this ingredient already been tested for other aquatic species? If so, I suggest including some examples in the text.
In the sentence 'The aim of this research was to determine the growth rate, feed conversion, and biochemical efficiency of Clarias gariepinus juveniles fed with diets with varying percentages of orange fleshed Ipomea batatas peel meal.'. Why was this ingredient chosen? Is there a large local production? Include it in the text (serves as a justification for the study).
Matherial and Methods:

Experimental Diets: Were proximate composition analyses of the diets performed? Why were these levels chosen? Are there other similar studies that have tested ingredients of similar composition for fish? If there are or are not, I suggest including it in the introduction, as a way to justify the chosen levels. It is missing to reference which nutritional specifications were verified to formulate the diets. Why were the formulation and composition data of the diets not made available in the text?

Fish and Feeding Management: Were water quality analyses performed? What system was used to run the experiment? How was the daily management carried out? Were 10 or 30 fish stocked per tank? The abstract mentions 10, the text mentions 30. Please correct. The abstract says they were fed 5% of their weight, twice a day. I missed this information here. Why were they fed based on biomass and not on apparent satiety? Were partial biometrics performed during the experimental period to verify fish growth? If so, how were they performed? Please include it in the text.
Biochemical Analyses: Were the analyses done using blood or plasma? How was the blood collection performed? How was the blood processed and stored? What were the fish anesthetized with? Please include this information in the text.
Cost-benefit evaluation: What were the ingredients used in the formulation of the diets? Where were the ingredient prices obtained from? What were the prices? Please add this information to the text.
Results:

Economic Analysis: In the last sentence of the paragraph: 'These results suggest that incorporating orange fleshed Ipomea batatas peels into Clarias gariepinus diets not only reduces feed costs but also improves profitability, especially at higher inclusion levels (Table 3).' Higher inclusions of the peels reflect higher profit, but also reflect a worsening of fish growth. It is useless for the feed to be cheap if the fish do not grow adequately. Furthermore, the feed conversion of the fish was worsened in the treatments with the inclusion of the peels.
Discussion:
Growth Performance
Regarding the first sentence of the paragraph 'The findings of the present study are consistent with the earlier study that also documented lower growth performance with increased use of plant-derived ingredients in aquaculture feeds.' Which ingredients? Do they have a composition similar to the peels used in the present study? What were the main results of these studies? Furthermore, the references are very old. Are there updated studies with the inclusion of similar ingredients in fish diets?

Regarding the sentence 'The lower growth due to increased use of orange fleshed Ipomea batatas peel is due to higher fiber content and likely lower protein digestibility of sweet potato peels.' Please include a reference.

Regarding the sentence 'The amino acid composition of sweet potato peels could also be responsible for the impaired protein synthesis, thus the effect on growth in Clarias gariepinus.' What is the amino acid profile of sweet potato peels? Did you analyze it or do you have data from other studies that evaluated it? Add a reference, please.
In the last sentence: 'This has also been observed by other scientists working with plant by-products in fish nutrition (Ajiboye et al., 2019).' Which other plant ingredients? Please exemplify in the text. Use references from 2021-2025 if possible.
Biochemical Parameters
Regarding the sentence 'Protein decrease reflects decreased protein synthesis or increased protein degradation in fish fed with higher concentrations of peels of Ipomea batatas orange fleshed.' In fact, total proteins, when elevated, indicate possible problems, such as inflammatory processes. Please look for some studies that evaluate total proteins and review the study discussions.

Regarding the sentence 'Modification in protein metabolism is due to modification in diets' nutrient content and modification in metabolism (Fayemi et al., 2020).' You cannot use this justification, since the formulation, ingredient, and composition data of the diets used in this study were not even provided.

In the sentence 'The concentration of Sodium and potassium that decreased on the increase in orange fleshed Ipomea batatas peels concentration. of. diets resulted in electrolyte imbalance which. can be attributed to ion regulatory and osmoregulatory disturbances in fish that were supplied high concentrations of orange fleshed sweet potato peels. meal.' Please include a reference.

Regarding the sentence 'ALT, AST, and ALP activity decreased with increased proportions of orange fleshed sweet potato peels meal in diets.' Just as with total proteins, the elevation of transferases can be an indication of liver damage. In the present study, they decreased, so I suggest reformulating this discussion, as it is not in accordance with the literature.
Conclusion:

In the first sentence 'Therefore, in general, inclusion of orange fleshed Ipomea batatas peel in Clarias gariepinus juveniles’ diet has significant cost effects on feed costs, especially at levels of moderate inclusion (up to 40%).' The abstract states that inclusion is suggested up to 20%. Please correct.

In the sentence 'These results prove that orange fleshed Ipomea batatas peel holds promise to replace conventional feed ingredients, but utilization of the peel in aquaculture feed should be optimized for profitability and growth performance.' Which conventional ingredients? You included sweet potato peels as a replacement for which ingredients? This cannot be concluded in the study, since it is not available which ingredients were used, replaced, how much was replaced, what the composition of the diets was. Please reformulate the conclusion.
General Comments:

Many references are not current.

The methodology does not cite any references used to verify the biochemical parameters. What methodologies were used? Were colorimetric assay kits used? Please include this information in the text.

The conclusions do not conclude anything.

The information contained in the abstract is not compatible with the information contained in the text.

Formulation, ingredient, and composition tables of the diets used in the experiment are missing.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No, there is not.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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