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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 review manuscript provides valuable insights into the potential of silkworm pupae (Bombyx mori) as an alternative and sustainable protein source in aquafeeds. With the increasing demand for eco-friendly and cost-effective feed ingredients, this work contributes to the scientific community by highlighting the nutritional composition, benefits, and challenges of using silkworm pupae in aquaculture. It can help researchers, feed formulators, and aquaculture industries explore sustainable feed strategies.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and informative. However, it may be slightly refined for clarity: “Silkworm Pupae (Bombyx mori) as a Sustainable Protein Source in Aquafeeds: A Review”.


	

	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 informative but could be improved by including more quantitative data (e.g., protein % ranges, lipid content, or examples of inclusion levels in fish diets). Adding a brief mention of future research directions would also strengthen it.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and provides a good summary of available literature. However, some sections could benefit from more critical analysis rather than only descriptive information.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate but should include more recent studies (from 2020–2024) on insect meal in aquafeeds, particularly comparisons between silkworm pupae and other insect proteins (e.g., mealworms, black soldier fly).


	

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


	The language is understandable but requires minor editing for grammar, sentence flow, and consistency in terminology.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is relevant and timely. The structure is logical, but some subsections (such as “Challenges and Limitations”) need further elaboration. Figures or summary tables comparing nutritional values across insect proteins would improve readability.
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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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