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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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.

	As the world did race for proper management of waste, it ran into converting waste into wealth. This research sits at the intersection of waste management, insect bioconversion and sustainable animal agriculture. It addresses a pressing need for sustainable feed alternatives, combining agricultural byproducts (maize cob) with insect protein (BSF larvae); aligning with global efforts toward circular bioeconomy and alternative protein sources in animal nutrition. It is part of an evolving timely research.
	

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

	Nutritional Profile of Fermented Maize Cob - Black Soldier Fly Larvae  Sustainable Alternative 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.

	It is comprehensive. However the presentation of vitamin and mineral analysis with associated results in the abstract is not in line with what is contained in the methodology. Unless harmonized, it will be a serious breach.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. The entry order does not conform to any known referencing system/pattern
2. Several repetitions in outlined references 
3. Several omissions of in-text references in outlined references
4. Several inclusion in outlined references of references not in the body of the work
5. The references that tally are actually recent 

	

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

	The language used in this research work is suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Introduction
1. Systematic, followed a chronologically logical sequence.
2. It is on point; has no unnecessary embellishments.
3. References are recent.
4. Has referencing gaps for some statements and very long sentences.
5. The aim has an attached method with it making it bloated. Please review.

Methodology
1 Grammatical constructs needs review.
2. Was there a confirmation of microbial contaminants on the corn cobs or was it supposed, assumed or inferred?
3. Which water removed the contaminants and how was this confirmed?
4. “Drying continued until the cobs reached a constant weight and a moisture content of ≤10%, confirmed using a moisture meter”. What was the size of the corn cobs (how many)? Did you weigh individual corn cobs or the whole? Did you measure moisture individually in the corn cobs?
5. How many days did the fermentation last? Did the fermentation follow the referenced Yafetto et al., 2023 exactly using Bacillus subtilis or was it just the ground corn cobs only?
6. For vitamin analysis, only methods for vitamin A & C were presented.
7. Which version of SPSS was used?
8. All statistical analysis statements are in future tenses.

Results and Discussion 
1. “Values are Mean ± standard deviation of triplicate evaluations” please indicate in the triplicate sample analysing in the methods
2. Means with the same superscripts along the column are not significantly different at (p>0.05). Justify or remove for table 1.0
3. Properly calculate carbohydrate values in table 1.0
4. Means with the same superscripts along the column are not significantly different at (p>0.05). Justify or remove for table 2.0
5. In table 2.0 the ash content for 60/40 is 0.43%, which is unusually low given BSF's 12.18% and maize cob's 4.05%. The discussion acknowledged this as a potential "analytical error or loss during processing" but did not resolve it. Also ash increases with higher maize cob proportions, contradicting expected trends.
6. Results showing vitamins A, Bs, C, E while the method showed analysing for A & C. Please justify.
7. In the method, quantitative assessment of minerals using AAS was done for Iron, Potassium & Calcium but the result is showing Lead, Iron, Zinc, Sodium and Potassium; please justify. The inclusion of lead that was not mentioned in the method section is worrisome.
8. In Table 4.0, iron is 0.00 mg/100g in 60/40, despite both raw materials having detectable levels (BSF: 7.75, MCP: 2.68). This is acknowledged as "anomalous" in discussion without reason.
9. The statements assumed as discussed on vitamin and mineral composition of Maize Cob, Black Soldier Fly, and Composite Flours are not valid unless the necessary corrections are made in the method.
10. Everything in the supposed discussion under “PROXIMATE COMPOSITION OF MAIZE COB AND BLACK SOLDIER FLY COMPOSITE FLOUR” is the English rendering of tables 2.0 & 3.0. It is overwhelmingly descriptive. Please review.
11. The authorities cited in the discussion are a. Not validating the findings but their statements are just added b. More than 60% new introductions.

 
Generally, the work is not properly sectioned. Its comparison is in terms of prepared feed rations and not to any commercial feed challenging its viability as an alternative feed. It also has some inconsistencies in data presentation and grammatical construct errors. With revisions, it will add greatly to the global body of knowledge.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 details)
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