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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.


	This manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic in aquaculture nutrition: the search for sustainable alternatives to fishmeal. The comparative evaluation of silkworm pupae (SWP) and black soldier fly (BSF) meal in the diet of Heteropneustes fossilis fills a specific knowledge gap for this commercially important species. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the content of the study.


	

	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 mostly comprehensive but requires revisions for clarity and accuracy. 

The growth data (weight gain, SGR) is presented, but the SGR formula in the methods section is incorrect.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the experimental design and methodology are fundamentally sound. 

However, the formula provided for Specific Growth Rate (SGR) is incorrect. 

The standard formula is SGR = [(ln(W2) - ln(W1)) / N] x 100. So correct this. 

The first paragraph of 3.2 presents results (good), but immediately begins discussing them. restructure it.

While one-way ANOVA is appropriate, it is not stated if the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance were formally tested before running the ANOVA. This should be mentioned. 

In Table 4, the "Crude protein%" row is duplicated. Please remove the duplicate.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and up-to-date.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, but the English language quality requires minor to moderate editing for clarity.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The introduction is comprehensive but could be slightly condensed.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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 details)
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