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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 presents compositional data on fermented maize cob and Hermetia illucens larvae composite formulated in different ratios. The study provides proximate, vitamin, and mineral profiles of the raw materials and the developed composite feeds. By comparing different formulation levels, the work contributes analytical information on nutrient variation across treatments. The reported data may serve as a reference for further evaluation of maize cob–black soldier fly composite feeds.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the content of the study. However, it could be simplified for clarity. Suggested revision:
“Nutritional Evaluation of Fermented Maize Cob and Black Soldier Fly Larvae Composite as a Sustainable Feed for Fish and Poultry.”
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study; however, it requires revision. The carbohydrate value reported for black soldier fly larvae (76%) appears mathematically inconsistent with proximate composition data and should be rechecked. Additionally, anomalies such as unusually low ash content (0.43%) in the 60/40 formulation and iron value reported as 0.00 mg/100 g are not addressed. The abstract should also clearly mention statistical analysis methods used. Revision is required to ensure accuracy and scientific reliability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design follows standard AOAC procedures; however, several major scientific concerns were identified:

1. Carbohydrate value for black soldier fly larvae appears incorrectly calculated.

2. Ash content in the 60/40 composite (0.43%) is inconsistent with raw material composition.

3. Iron value of 0.00 mg/100 g in one formulation is scientifically implausible.

4. Reported moisture content of composite feeds (21–27%) contradicts the stated drying protocol (≤10%).

5. Fermentation methodology lacks essential details (inoculum concentration, duration, temperature, pH, and moisture conditions).

These issues must be clarified and corrected before publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the cited references are recent and relevant to the topic of insect-based feed and agro-industrial by-product utilization. However, several inconsistencies and technical issues were identified in the reference section:

· “Siyame et al., 2021” is cited in the methodology section but is not included in the reference list.

· The following references are included in the reference list but are not cited in the manuscript text:

· Comunian et al., 2021

· Oritsejafor, 2022

· Srivastava et al., 2023

· Walker et al., 2024

· Liu et al., 2017 appears duplicated in the reference list.

· Novoveská et al., 2019 is also listed more than once.

· Inconsistencies were observed in formatting style, citation structure, and DOI presentation.

In addition, the discussion section may benefit from inclusion of recent analytical studies reporting detailed nutritional characterization of Hermetia illucens larvae meal. For example, Karhale et al. (2025) provides comprehensive proximate and mineral composition data that could offer useful comparative context for the values reported in the present study.

The reference section requires careful revision to ensure completeness, accuracy, consistency with in-text citations, and adherence to the journal’s formatting guidelines.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally comprehensible; however, the English language quality does not meet the standard required for scholarly publication. Numerous grammatical errors, improper sentence constructions, inconsistent verb tenses (particularly in the methodology section), and incorrect word usage were observed throughout the manuscript. In addition, there are formatting inconsistencies in units, spacing, and scientific notation. Several sentences require restructuring for clarity and precision. Substantial language revision by a professional English editor is strongly recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The topic is relevant and promising, particularly in the context of sustainable feed systems using Hermetia illucens. However, major analytical inconsistencies, reference errors, methodological gaps, and statistical weaknesses must be resolved before the manuscript can be reconsidered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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