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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	The manuscript titled " Evaluation of Yellow Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) as a Fish Feed Ingredient: Effects on Growth, Blood Parameters and Immunology in Nile Tilapia (Oreochromis niloticus)" presents an interesting and relevant study on the use of plant-based ingredients in aquaculture. The research is well-organized and the methodology is clearly outlined, providing a solid foundation for the evaluation of Phaseolus vulgaris as a dietary ingredient for Nile tilapia. The focus on growth performance, hematological parameters and immunological responses is commendable, as it covers important aspects of fish health and feed efficiency. The results are promising and the study contributes valuable data on the potential of yellow bean in fish nutrition, especially in terms of providing a sustainable and cost-effective feed alternative.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	-
	

	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.


	In the abstract (The Yellow Bean Phaseolus vulgaris is proposed as a promising substitute) the scientific names of species, Phaseolus vulgaris, should be italicized according to standard scientific and journal formatting conventions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	 Need to improvement
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are not sufficient and lack recency. The manuscript does not adequately reflect current scholarly work, with a noticeable absence of citations from recent years.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally understandable but require improvement to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	However, there are several areas that need improvement to enhance the overall quality and scientific rigor of the manuscript. 

1. On the first mention of the species in the manuscript or abstract, please use the full scientific name with the authority (e.g., Phaseolus vulgaris L.). For all subsequent mentions, you may use the abbreviated form (P. vulgaris) to maintain clarity and avoid repetition.

2. In the abstract (The Yellow Bean Phaseolus vulgaris is proposed as a promising substitute) the scientific names of species, Phaseolus vulgaris, should be italicized according to standard scientific and journal formatting conventions.

3. The introduction is currently brief and lacks scientific depth. Since similar studies such as Amer et al. (2025) and other research, who evaluated Phaseolus vulgaris L. protein hydrolysate in Nile tilapia diets have already been published, it is recommended to expand the introduction by discussing relevant recent literature and clearly identifying the knowledge gap your study addresses. 
4. In the Materials and Methods section, it is recommended to include the specific formulas used to calculate growth performance and feed utilization parameters, such as weight gain (WG), feed intake (FI), feed conversion ratio (FCR), protein efficiency ratio (PER), and condition factor (CF). Clearly stating these formulas will enhance methodological transparency and reproducibility of the study.

5. Please include detailed information on the statistical tools and software used for data analysis in the Statistical Analysis section. Specify the statistical tests applied the confidence level used (e.g., p < 0.05) and the software version (e.g., SPSS, GraphPad Prism, R, etc.). This will ensure clarity and allow readers to assess the appropriateness and reliability of the analytical approach.

6. The Discussion section references studies primarily from 2001, 2007 and 2008, which may limit the relevance and currency of the information presented. It is strongly recommended to incorporate more recent research, especially studies from 2025 and beyond, to reflect the latest advancements in the field. By including up-to-date studies, the manuscript will demonstrate its relevance and alignment with current trends and findings in aquaculture and fish nutrition research.

7. The Conclusion section should be revised to provide a comprehensive summary that specifically addresses all the key parameters discussed in the manuscript, including growth performance, feed utilization, hematological parameters and immunological responses. By clearly summarizing the results related to each parameter, the conclusion will effectively highlight the main findings of the study and their significance, providing a stronger and more complete closure to the manuscript.
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in aquaculture nutrition by evaluating Phaseolus vulgaris as a potential plant-based feed ingredient for Nile tilapia. While the study presents promising findings, several critical areas require attention before it can be considered for publication. These include the incorporation of recent references to strengthen the scientific context, clarification of the methodology with appropriate formulas, enhancement of the statistical analysis, and a more comprehensive conclusion that reflects all studied parameters. Once these revisions are addressed, the manuscript may be suitable for reconsideration.
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