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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.


	This manuscript is significant for the scientific community as it examines a prevalent notion in aquaculture that incorporation of alternative feed supplements will promote fish growth. The results indicate that incorporation of Caulerpa sp. Meal at the evaluated concentrations impedes growth, which is surprising yet significantly informative. This work offers a vital data point that can avert similar formulation errors and underscores the thorough examinations of novel additives. It also enhances the body of knowledge regarding sustainable feed alternatives by presenting this specific instance of being ineffective, which is equally significant us understanding what is effective. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate as it precisely reflects the study’s substance. To more accurately represent the findings and enhance engagement, a revised title is suggested to be: “Effects of Caulerpa sp. Seaweed Meal as a Dietary Supplement for Tilapia (Oreochromis niloticus) Growth and Survival.” This is more explicitly indicates that the study constitutes an examination, with potential outcomes being either favorable or unfavorable. 
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is well-written. A minor suggestion would be to explicitly state the numerical results for all treatments in the abstract rather than just the best-performing one (P1 control). For example, it could mention the range of results for absolute weight, length, and SGR to provide a more complete picture of the findings. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and technically sound. A minor suggestion to explicitly discuss the effects of varied crude protein concentrations in the treatments to the growth of Tilapia. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	I recommend a minor revision to the conclusion to better reflect that control group performed better, attributing to high crude fiber and ash content of the Caulerpa sp. Meal. Instead of just saying the P1 treatment was the best, it would be beneficial to explicitly state that the fortification with Caulerpa sp. Seaweed meal had a negative effect on growth of Tilapia.
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