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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 study provides important insights into using locally available protein sources for rearing monosex tilapia under low salinity. It highlights cost-effective alternatives to fishmeal, supporting sustainable aquaculture practices. The findings are relevant to improving food security and advancing environmentally friendly fish production strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Rearing Monosex Tilapia at Low Salinity Levels Using Locally Available Protein Sources” is clear, but a bit general and could be made more scientific by reflecting the experimental focus and significance.
	

	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 covers the background, objectives, and findings, but it is somewhat descriptive rather than analytical. It should clearly state the main research gap (why this study is needed) and highlight the novelty (e.g., use of locally available protein sources under low salinity). The methods section in the abstract is brief and could mention the experimental design (number of treatments, duration, type of protein sources tested). The results should be more quantitative—for example, report specific growth rate (SGR), feed conversion ratio (FCR), or survival percentages instead of only saying “better results.” The conclusion should emphasize the broader implications (cost-effectiveness, sustainability, potential for rural aquaculture). Any general or unclear statements can be reduced to save words for key findings.

Suggestions:
· Add 1–2 sentences on the experimental setup (e.g., protein sources tested, salinity range).

· Include numerical highlights of key results.

· Strengthen the conclusion to connect the findings with practical applications in aquaculture.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its main concept and objectives. However, more details on experimental design, statistical analysis, and deeper discussion of results in relation to existing literature are needed to strengthen its scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly sufficient and include several recent studies. However, the manuscript would benefit from adding more updated references (2021–2024) on alternative protein sources in aquafeeds, tilapia nutrition under salinity stress, and sustainability in aquaculture. This would enhance the relevance and strengthen the literature support.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable but not fully suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript contains grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetition that need revision. Careful editing for clarity, conciseness, and academic tone is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses an important topic in aquaculture by exploring cost-effective protein alternatives for tilapia culture under low salinity. The manuscript has practical relevance and contributes to sustainable fish farming strategies. However, improvements are needed in organization, clarity of results, and English language to enhance readability and scientific rigor. With revisions, the work could provide valuable insights for both researchers and practitioners.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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