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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.


	The manuscript addresses a relevant scientific problem in sustainable aquaculture by exploring the valorization of fruit waste as an alternative feed ingredient. Its findings provide useful proximate composition data that may guide future formulation strategies aimed at reducing feed costs and environmental impact. Because feed-related expenses remain a major bottleneck in aquaculture systems, the study contributes meaningful baseline evidence that could support subsequent feeding trials and applied research. Overall, the work is aligned with current global priorities in circular economy and resource efficiency.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Overall, the title captures the essence of the work, but it could be more precise in conveying the study’s scientific focus. Including terms such as “proximate composition,” “alternative ingredients,” or “aquaculture sustainability” may help improve clarity and visibility. An alternative title worth considering is: “Proximate Analysis and Formulation of Alternative Aquafeeds Derived from Fruit Processing Wastes.”
	

	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 presents the main objectives and findings; however, it would benefit from clearer articulation of the methodological approach and key numerical results. I also suggest adding 1–2 concrete outcomes to support the stated conclusions. Overall, the abstract is acceptable but requires minor revision for clarity and scientific precision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, and the authors present their findings in a logical manner. However, certain methodological details require clearer justification, particularly in the experimental design and data interpretation. A few conclusions seem broader than what the data directly support, and refining these sections would strengthen the scientific rigor. With these revisions, the manuscript would meet the expected standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate but would benefit from the inclusion of more recent and field-defining studies. Several important publications from the past three to five years are not cited, and their incorporation would strengthen both the theoretical background and the interpretation of results. I recommend that the authors review and update the reference section to ensure comprehensive and current coverage of the relevant literature. Such revisions will enhance the manuscript’s scholarly rigor.
	

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


	The overall quality of the English is acceptable for scholarly communication; however, several sections would benefit from refinement for clarity and precision. Certain sentences are overly long or ambiguously phrased, which may hinder readers’ understanding of the key findings. I recommend a thorough language revision, preferably by a native or professional scientific editor, to improve readability and ensure consistency throughout the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript presents a topic of relevance, and the authors have made a clear effort to structure the study coherently. Nonetheless, several sections would benefit from improved clarity, particularly in the presentation of methods and the justification of key interpretations. Addressing these points will improve the scientific impact and readability of the work. I encourage the authors to revise the manuscript accordingly.
The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic in sustainable aquaculture and presents the study in a clear and organized manner. The experimental design and data analysis are generally sound, and the findings contribute valuable insights to the field. Minor revisions are recommended to improve language clarity, refine a few methodological details, and ensure consistency in references. With these adjustments, the manuscript would be suitable for publication.
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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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