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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 provides important data on fish feed production and fish farming in Nigeria, covering multiple regions. It highlights key challenges such as feed costs, ingredient sources, and power supply issues. The findings can guide policies to support sustainable aquaculture and boost local feed production. This work is valuable for advancing aquaculture sustainability in Sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and clear. A more concise alternative could be: "Sustainable Aquaculture in Nigeria: Survey of Fish Feed Millers and Farmers."
	

	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 effectively summarizes the study’s methods, results, and conclusions. It could improve by briefly emphasizing the study period, sample size, and the policy relevance of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study uses sound methodology with structured surveys and clear data analysis. Results are well presented and contextualized within existing literature. The conclusions align well with the data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relevant and mostly current, including studies up to 2023. Adding a few recent local or regional aquaculture sustainability studies could strengthen the review.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scientific communication. Minor grammatical edits and consistency in terminology would improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Abstract: Include an introductory statement at the beginning of the abstract. The abstract lacks clarity on key study parameters such as sample size and study period early on; this should be clearly stated to frame the study. The policy implications and practical relevance of findings need stronger emphasis to convey the manuscript’s significance.

Introduction: A sharper focus on clearly identifying knowledge gaps of the present study would improve justification for the research. The current introduction offers background but does not strongly highlight what new information this study provides beyond existing literature.

Methods: Greater detail is needed regarding the sampling framework and questionnaire design, including how representativeness was ensured and how data quality was controlled. Descriptions of statistical analyses should specify any inferential tests or confidence intervals used.

Results: Presentation: Some figures and tables lack detailed legends or clear labels, which hampers independent interpretation. Better visualization and more concise data summaries would improve readability, especially for comparative results across zones.

Discussion: While the discussion adequately connects findings to prior research, it could better explain surprising or contradictory results and explore limitations of the study in more depth.

Language and style: The manuscript contains occasional grammatical errors and inconsistent terminology that distract from the scientific message. A thorough linguistic revision is needed for conciseness, consistency, and professional tone.

References: The reference list is adequate but would benefit from inclusion of more recent and regionally specific studies on aquaculture feed innovation and economics to bolster contextual relevance.
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