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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 research investigated the potential effects of a new dietary ingredient inclusion in fish diet. This work is critical to sustainable aquaculture, providing alternative ingredients to replace fish meal.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No.
Nutritional Evaluation of Sea Grass as an alternative feed Ingredient for sustainable Aquaculture
	

	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 lacking some important point.

· The abstract should mention some of the ranges of values derived from the proximate analysis. 

· Also, the fish species the diet was examine don should be mentioned. 

· Was a diet made with the sea grass? More information is needed in this section 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the justification of the manuscript is sound, there are a lot of modification that is needed to pass a comprehensive scientific message.
1. The manuscript should be clear is there was a feeding trial or was it just nutritional evaluation of the feed (proximate?)

2. The manuscript has not properly cited most of its writing. Particularly, the introduction lacks substantial reference.

3. The introduction did not follow a coherent organization. There is no information given on sea grass. What previous work has been done to warrant this author to use it?

4. Was sea grass used in this study as a feed additive or an alternative ingredient? Why was prebiotic, probiotics discussed?

5. “The requirement for sustainable feed ingredients is influenced by environmental issues such as overfishing, habitat destruction, and resource depletion” I do not understand this
6. The author needs to revisit this section and follow a logical flow from aquaculture, to why it is important- problem in aquaculture – feed as a critical component of aquaculture – issues around fish meal sustainability – alternative ingredients and then sea grass – then justification for this study.

7. What does the author mean by commercial feed? Can the feed be mentioned? Or the dietary composition of the feed? What are the grounds for comparison if the composition of the commercial feed is not known? 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. Many missing citations from introduction. The methods description was not cited. Did the author develop this protocols themselves? 
	

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


	Yes. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscripts need a major revision. Citations/references are largely missing. The authors need to be specific about commercial feed and what sea grass is. The author made mention of fish growth; was that ever mentioned in the methods of this study in this manuscript?
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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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