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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.


	The manuscript addresses the use of agro-industrial by-products, specifically Citrus sinensis peel, as phytobiotic feed additives in aquaculture. This topic is relevant in the context of sustainable aquaculture and circular economy approaches. The study contributes to the growing body of literature on plant-based additives in fish nutrition, particularly for Anabas testudineus. However, the scientific impact of the manuscript is limited by major weaknesses in experimental design, statistical validity, and interpretation of results, which significantly reduce the reliability of the conclusions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title does not reflect accurately the experimental design, while a conceptual inconsistency exists between “supplementation” and actual “replacement” of fish meal.

Suggestion: Effects of Citrus sinensis Peel as a Partial Fish Meal Replacement on Growth, Biochemical Composition, and Hematological Parameters in Anabas testudineus
	

	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 appears to be incomplete and partially misleading, as it contains the same problem as the title: “supplementation” vs. “replacement”.
The author should insert methodological details: sample size (n = 5 fish per tank), replication etc. 

Overstated conclusions not supported by robust data
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	For me there are some major concerns here:

1. the experimental sample size is small (n=5). Also, the absence of tank replication results in pseudo-replication and violates the assumptions required for valid ANOVA analysis. This represents a fundamental methodological flaw
2. The manuscript alternates between “supplementation” and “replacement of fish meal up to 75%”.(this terms are not equivalent), while a 75% inclusion level of citrus peel is nutritionally unrealistic and likely to cause dietary imbalance (low protein, high fiber), making the reported growth improvements biologically questionable.

3. Critical parameters are absent: Feed Conversion Ratio (FCR), Specific Growth Rate (SGR), Feed intake, Survival rate. Therefore, growth performance cannot be properly evaluated.

4. Only hemoglobin and RBC diameter were measured. Missing: RBC count, WBC count, Hematocrit (Hct), MCV, MCH. So, Conclusions regarding “improved physiological status” are not supported.

5. Increased cholesterol is interpreted as beneficial. This is scientifically questionable, as it may indicate metabolic imbalance or stress and therefore requires cautious interpretation rather than generalization.
6. Statistical analysis is methodologically invalid (ANOVA applied without reporting normality tests and testing homogeneity of variance). Individual fish treated as replicates instead of tanks
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Adequate but not sufficiently robust, over-reliance on review articles, while relevant experimental studies are missing. Include more primary experimental studies and species-specific references.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Recommend revision, as there are repetitive phrasing, long, improper structured sentences, Terminological errors: Turkey test (correct: Tukey test)
	

	Optional/General comments


	Experimental design does not support the conclusions

Major inconsistency between stated objectives and methodology

Overinterpretation of results

Lack of nutritional and physiological validation
requires substantial revision, including methodological clarification and improved data interpretation.
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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 details)
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