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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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 is a great-quality manuscript with a significant scientific contribution that shows clarity in the review process or synthesis as used by the author. From the abstract, it shows this paper identifies key gaps in using BSFL as a feed source and proposes integrated strategies for scaling up BSFL-based feed systems, which have nutritional benefits (rich in protein (35–60%), lipids (15–40%), essential amino acids, minerals, and bioactive compounds, with high digestibility comparable to or exceeding that of fishmeal).  Feeding trials yield sustainable results (demonstrate that partial or complete replacement of fishmeal or soybean meal with BSFL meal maintains or improves growth performance, feed conversion efficiency, egg production, gut health, and immunity in poultry) in the manuscript makes it particularly impactful, which could in turn enhance feed security. With some minor adjustments to the conclusions and references, as well as correction of typos, this manuscript should be great important to the scientific community.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is precise and good for scholarly communication.

	

	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 background section is well written, clear, objective, precise, and concise.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically backed up, as it comes with a clear research question proposing BSFL as an alternative feed source, and the writing approach is clear enough: the reference of previous studies "Studies report that broilers fed diets containing up to 50% BSFL protein substitution achieved comparable body weight gain, feed intake, and FCR to those on conventional diets (Maurer et al., 2016; Adam, 2024). In layers, partial inclusion of BSFL meal (10–15%) has been associated with increased egg weight, improved shell thickness, and enhanced yolk color due to carotenoid pigments in larvae (Cullere et al., 2016)." further justifying the scientific value of the paper and why BSFL should be adopted as a feed resource alternative. Also, the gaps of "Smallholder farmers often lack access to training, equipment, and reliable substrates, making large-scale or consistent production difficult (Makkar et al., 2014)."  The conclusions are quite brief and informative and need work (the author should try to conclude on all the key points that back up the aim of the paper, "alternative feed resource"). Although the manuscript needs a little tweak, as stated in the comments. Overall, the manuscript has good scientific reliability.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent enough, but the URL and DOI of this reference (Dortmans, B. M. A., Diener, S., Verstappen, B. M., & Zurbrügg, C. (2017). Black Soldier Fly Biowaste Processing—A Step-by-Step Guide. Eawag: Swiss Federal Institute of Aquatic Science and Technology. https://www.eawag.ch/fileadmin/Domain1/Abteilungen/sandec/schwerpunkte/sswm/BSF_Guide_2017_web.pdf) is incorrect; are you referring to this from ResearchGate (Dortmans, B., Diener, S., Egger, J., & Zurbrügg, C. (2021). Black soldier fly biowaste processing: A step-by-step guide (2nd ed.). Eawag: Swiss Federal Institute of Aquatic Science and Technology.) 
 
Look into the weblink of this reference; is it page 143? "Elwert, C., Knips, I., & Katz, H. (2010). A novel protein source: Maggot meal of the black soldier fly (Hermetia illucens) in broiler feed. In M. Gierus, H. Kluth, M. Bulang, & H. Kluge (Eds.), 11. Tagung Schweine und Geflügelernährung (pp. 140–142). Institut für Agrar-und Ernahrungswissenschaften, Universitat Halle Wittenberg. https://www.openagrar.de/receive/openagrar_mods_00020107" 
 
The doi for this reference is incorrect: "Ouma, E.A., & Lukuyu, B.A. (2025). Unlocking Black soldier fly larvae (BSFL) potential through innovations to accelerate production. Presented at the Inception Meeting of the Platform for Alternative Feed Ingredients Evaluation (PAFIE)—Black Soldier Fly Larvae (BSFL) Project, Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, 28-29 July 2025. Nairobi, Kenya. ILRI. https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/139700"Check this out instead: https://hdl.handle.net/10568/176982." 
 
The doi for this reference is incorrect: "Ouma, E., Lukuyu, B., & Kilombele, H. (2025). Platform for Alternative Feed Ingredients Evaluation (PAFIE)—Black soldier fly larvae (BSFL) in Tanzania: Inception workshop report. International Livestock Research Institute. https://cgspace.cgiar.org/handle/10568/13900"Check this out: https://hdl.handle.net/10568/178311" 


	

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

	Minor typo: 
 
Under the 5.0 index, 5.5 was omitted. This is a typo. Look into it.
Apart from this, the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communications.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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