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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.


	This study addresses the sustainable utilization of crustacean shell waste by extracting glucosamine hydrochloride, a compound with significant therapeutic and commercial applications. The work aligns well with the principles of green chemistry and waste valorization. Furthermore, the focus on species native to India adds regional significance and value to local aquaculture and biotechnology industries. The findings may stimulate further research into marine bio-waste reuse for nutraceuticals and pharmaceuticals.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is informative and accurately reflects the content and focus of the manuscript. However, for improved clarity and scientific readability, the following revised title is suggested: "Extraction and Characterization of Glucosamine Hydrochloride from Biowaste of Macrobrachium rosenbergii and Penaeus monodon from Andhra Pradesh, India"


	

	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 abstract generally provides a good overview but requires better structure and clarity. Key quantitative results such as yield percentages or characterization outcomes (e.g., FTIR peaks) should be briefly mentioned to support the findings. Additionally, the conclusion should be more explicitly stated.

Suggested additions:
1. Include yield values from both species.

2. Mention FTIR confirmation briefly.

3. Clarify the broader application in pharmaceuticals/nutraceuticals.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology, including demineralization, deproteinization, and deacetylation processes, follows standard procedures. However, the following issues need attention:

1. Add details on statistical analysis or mention if none were performed.

2. More emphasis should be placed on the validation of glucosamine through FTIR or other analytical tools.

3. Figures (e.g., FTIR spectra) should have proper labeling and resolution.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, though a few are outdated. More recent literature (past 5 years) should be included, especially on:

1. Recent methods of chitin/chitosan/glucosamine extraction.

2. Advances in marine biowaste valorization.

Suggested additions:

1. J. Polym. Environ. 28 (2020) 47-60

2. Biomass Bioenergy 197 (2025) 107819

3. J. Hazard. Mater. 465 (2024) 133143

4. J. Environ. Chem. Eng. 5 (2017) 578-587

5. J. Mol. Liq. 426 (2025) 127262


	

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


	The manuscript would benefit from moderate English editing. Some grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and formatting inconsistencies should be corrected to improve clarity and flow. Consider professional language editing prior to acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Please include a comparative analysis of yields from both species.

Please use consistent scientific naming (italicize species names).

Please ensure all abbreviations are defined on first use.

Please, ethical considerations on biowaste sourcing (e.g., permission or sustainability) should be briefly mentioned.
The manuscript has scientific merit and regional relevance but requires substantial improvements in clarity, referencing, figure quality, and result discussion to reach publishable standards.
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	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? 


	No significant ethical issues identified. 
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