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	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 provides a valuable contribution to aquaculture nutrition by exploring a novel and practical method to enhance the buoyancy of locally manufactured fish pellets—an often overlooked but critical factor in feed efficiency and economic viability for small-scale farmers. By investigating the effects of different types and incorporation levels of yeast on pellet floatability, survival rate, and growth performance in Oreochromis niloticus, the study addresses a key bottleneck in sustainable aquaculture, particularly in resource-constrained settings. The findings offer low-cost, locally available alternatives (baking powder and baker's yeast) that can be used to formulate effective floating feeds without relying on expensive imported equipment or feed. As such, the results have the potential to improve feed utilization, reduce waste, and enhance fish growth, thereby contributing to food security, poverty alleviation, and the development of aquaculture in sub-Saharan Africa and similar regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. 
	

	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 would benefit from the inclusion of specific quantitative results, such as exact values for pellet floatation time, survival rates, and growth parameters, to better illustrate the study’s impact. It should also clearly indicate which outcomes were statistically significant and link them directly to the corresponding findings. Additionally, a brief statement highlighting the broader relevance of the research—such as its potential to improve feed accessibility or reduce costs in small-scale aquaculture—would strengthen its scientific significance. Lastly, the conclusion could be sharpened to emphasize the practical implications of using yeast as a low-cost feed additive in developing aquaculture systems.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its overall approach, with a well-structured experimental design, appropriate use of control and treatment groups, and valid statistical methods to support its conclusions. The findings on pellet buoyancy, survival rate, and growth performance in Nile Tilapia are supported by the data and align with known biological principles, particularly the role of yeast fermentation in enhancing feed properties. However, the study would benefit from deeper statistical analysis—such as a two-way ANOVA to capture interaction effects between yeast type and level—and a clearer acknowledgment of limitations, including the small number of replicates and the short trial duration. Additionally, while the proposed mechanisms are plausible, they are not directly measured, and variations in nutrient composition among diets should be noted as potential confounding factors. Overall, the study is scientifically sound but could be strengthened with more robust analysis and broader contextual discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a sufficient number of references, with a balanced distribution between recent publications and foundational literature. Notably, at least seven references are from 2020–2021, covering recent developments in aquaculture and fish nutrition. The use of older sources is justified where they provide methodological standards (e.g., AOAC) or historical context (e.g., national fishery data, fermentation origins). However, despite this solid foundation, the reference list lacks recent international studies specifically addressing yeast as a functional feed additive—particularly in relation to gut health, immunomodulation, or microbiota shifts—which are directly relevant to the mechanisms implied in the discussion. Adding such targeted sources would strengthen the scientific rigor and improve alignment with current global research in aquaculture feed innovation.
	

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


	The manuscript presents its scientific content clearly enough to be understood by readers familiar with aquaculture research; however, its language still requires refinement to meet the standards of scholarly communication. While the study reflects a solid understanding of the topic, the writing would benefit from linguistic polishing to enhance fluency, academic consistency, and precision. Throughout the manuscript, there are several instances where sentence structure could be improved for clarity—for example, in the abstract: “Regardless of the type and the incorporation level, the feeds containing yeast showed a very higher floatation time…” would read more naturally as “Feeds containing yeast, regardless of type or inclusion level, exhibited significantly longer floatation times.” Similarly, the sentence “The trial was conducted in 14 identical concrete tanks with a capacity of 0.6m³ (1m x 0.75m x 0.8m). After labeling, each tank was equipped with a feed channel…” lacks smooth flow and could be made more cohesive. Structural inconsistencies also occur in how results are reported, with abrupt transitions between sections and repetition of findings already mentioned earlier. For instance, the explanation that yeast improves buoyancy through fermentation is stated multiple times across sections with only slight variation. Additionally, terminology could be standardized; the manuscript refers to baking powder alternately as "chemical yeast" and "cake yeast," which may cause confusion and should be aligned with internationally recognized terms. A professional language edit focused on scientific English would greatly enhance the readability and academic rigor of the work.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and practical problem in small-scale aquaculture—improving feed buoyancy and growth performance in Nile Tilapia using accessible additives like baker’s yeast and baking powder. The study is well-conceived, and the experimental design is generally appropriate for the research question. The findings are clearly of value to aquaculture practitioners, particularly in low-resource settings where access to commercial floating feeds is limited. However, to fully realize its potential contribution, the manuscript would benefit from linguistic refinement, improved consistency in terminology, and deeper engagement with recent international literature. With these revisions, the study could make a meaningful addition to the field of applied fish nutrition.
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