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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 evaluates sustainable alternatives to conventional fishmeal by demonstrating the growth and feed efficiency benefits of black soldier fly and Acetes meal in Mugil cephalus. The findings provide practical, species-specific evidence to support the adoption of low-impact, cost-effective protein sources in commercial aquaculture feeds. Overall, the study contributes to improving productivity while reducing the environmental footprint of aquaculture systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is scientifically appropriate, but it can be made more concise, modern, and impactful by highlighting the key innovation (BSF and Acetes) and outcomes (growth, feed efficiency, sustainability).
	

	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 clear and technically sound, but a few refinements can improve its completeness, impact, and journal appeal. Authors are requested to add
A brief sustainability or economic relevance statement (e.g., reducing dependence on fishmeal and improving feed cost efficiency).

One quantitative outcome (e.g., highest SGR or lowest FCR in T2) to strengthen scientific impact.

Refine: Slightly shorten the methodology description (CRD and feeding frequency can be condensed into one phrase).Clarify the practical implication in the final sentence (e.g., “commercial aqua feed formulation” instead of “can be beneficial”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically correct. The experimental design, feed formulation, statistical analysis (CRD with ANOVA and post hoc testing), and interpretation of growth, survival, FCR, and PER are consistent with accepted standards in aquaculture nutrition research. The results are logically discussed in relation to relevant literature, and the conclusions are well supported by the presented data. Minor improvements could be made through language polishing and clearer highlighting of practical and economic implications, but the scientific framework itself is robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and relevant, covering key areas of fishmeal replacement, insect-based proteins, and aquaculture nutrition. However, adding 2–3 more recent studies (2023–2025) would strengthen the manuscript’s timeliness and demonstrate alignment with current research trends.

Suggested additions (examples):
· Recent reviews on insect meals as sustainable aquafeed proteins (e.g., Jannathulla et al., 2022/2023).

· A 2023–2024 study on BSF meal improving growth and feed efficiency in Nile tilapia or carp.

· A recent paper on digestibility or gut health impacts of insect-based diets in aquaculture species.

These additions will enhance the scientific depth and contemporary relevance of the reference list.


	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear, technically accurate, and uses appropriate scientific terminology throughout. Minor improvements in grammar, sentence flow, and conciseness particularly in the Introduction and Discussion would further enhance readability and polish, but these are editorial refinements rather than substantive issues.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in sustainable aquaculture with a clear experimental design and well-presented results. Minor improvements in language consistency and figure clarity would further enhance its overall impact.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Based on the content provided, no major ethical issues are evident in this manuscript. The study involves standard aquaculture feeding trials with routine husbandry and non-invasive measurements, and no procedures indicating undue harm or unethical treatment of animals are described. For completeness, the authors may consider adding a brief ethical compliance statement (e.g., approval by an institutional animal ethics committee or adherence to national guidelines for the care and use of aquatic animals).
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