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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 study is scientifically significant as it explores natural phytoecdysteroids from Amaranth as a sustainable mechanism to induce molting and optimize growth in crustaceans, offering an alternative to purely animal-based additives. Furthermore, it addresses critical aquaculture challenges by proposing a formulated feed strategy to reduce reliance on "trash fish," thereby mitigating environmental impacts and supply inconsistencies
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is long and must be changed. I suggest the researcher change the title to: 

Dietary Red Amaranth Flour Enhances Growth of Sand Lobster (Panulirus homarus) Seedlings
	

	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 is excessively long and exceeds the standard limit; it must be condensed to 200-250 words. 

The abstract lacks a clear statement of the research gap or the specific problem that necessitates using spinach as an alternative solution.

Only the best treatment results are reported; you must include the Control group results for comparison to demonstrate the significance of the growth improvement.

The keywords must be changed to include at least 5 words, and they should be more specialized and relevant to the manuscript


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The Introduction is good.
Materials and Methods: This section contains critical deficiencies that require thorough revision to ensure result validity and reproducibility:

1. Missing Feed Formulation & Analysis: The ingredients of the base moist feed and the Proximate Analysis of the experimental diets (Protein, Lipid %, etc.) are missing. This is crucial to verify that diets are isoproteic and isoenergetic.

2. Spinach Preparation: The method for processing spinach into flour (sun-drying vs. oven-drying) is not described, which affects the stability of bioactive compounds.

3. Data Inconsistency: There is a discrepancy in container volume; stated as 15 liters in the Abstract but 25 liters in this section.
4. Sampling Clarification: Please clarify if the sampled individuals (5 seeds) are returned to the tanks after measurement, as handling stress can bias growth results.
5. Missing Citations: Most growth equations and water quality measurement protocols are listed without citations to standard scientific references (e.g., APHA).

Results and Discussion

  You attributed the growth decline in the 12% treatment to the presence of "anti-nutritional factors" (oxalates, tannins, saponins), yet you did not measure the concentration of these substances in the actual feed used, making this interpretation speculative . You must clarify that this is a "hypothesis" or cite sources that specifically analyzed Amaranthus tricolor.

  There is a significant and unusual reliance on references dated 2025 to explain established scientific facts (e.g., effects of tannins, saponins, and water quality) . It is preferable to use foundational primary literature when explaining physiological mechanisms rather than very recent papers.

  The discussion lacks a deep comparison of your results with other studies specifically using "spinach" for marine crustaceans. You relied heavily on comparisons with freshwater species (Cherax quadricarinatus) in your interpretations , which weakens the conclusions regarding the marine environment


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The author must select better, more accurate, and well-formatted references. 

The reference list suffers from poor formatting and quality; many titles appear in Indonesian and in ALL CAPS rather than standard English , 

and some citations lack essential metadata such as journal names and volume numbers (e.g., Maudina et al., 2021) . 

Furthermore, the study relies heavily on local journals and conference proceedings rather than reputable international indexed journals, which undermines the scientific robustness of the paper
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