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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 holds significant value for the scientific community by demonstrating the practical benefits of incorporating 6% Gracilaria edulis meal in Litopenaeus vannamei diets, achieving superior growth (e.g., 1345.88% weight gain), nutrient utilization (FCR of 1.49), and survival (80.56%) compared to controls. It addresses pressing aquaculture challenges like rising feed costs and disease vulnerability through a sustainable, nutrient-rich seaweed alternative (16.86% protein, high NFE), potentially reducing reliance on expensive fishmeal while enhancing shrimp health via bioactive compounds. These findings offer actionable insights for optimizing commercial shrimp farming in India, the world's second-largest producer, supporting scalable production amid global demand for eco-friendly
feeds.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – Clear and descriptive, accurately reflects the study's focus on Gracilaria edulis meal's effects on shrimp growth and survival,
though slightly lengthy.
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – Comprehensive, covering methods, results (e.g., optimal 6% inclusion), and conclusions effectively.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) – Highly relevant (e.g., Litopenaeus vannamei, Gracilaria edulis, growth performance), aiding discoverability.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory) – Sufficient global/Indian aquaculture context and challenges, but organization could be tighter with better transitions.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory) – Implied through experimental design, but not explicitly stated as formal hypotheses.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – Relevant citations on aquaculture trends and seaweed use, mostly recent (up to 2025), though some older references persist.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – Appropriate iso-nitrogenous diets, replicates, and standard proximate analyses (AOAC methods); detailed but minor inconsistencies in feeding frequency.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A – Not applicable, as no vertebrate animal ethics or human subjects involved in shrimp aquaculture trial.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – Clearly presented with means ± SE and significance (P<0.05), showing dose-dependent improvements.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – Tables (e.g., proximate composition, growth parameters) relevant and necessary; no figures mentioned, but tables are clear.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – Effectively links findings to prior studies (e.g., comparisons with other seaweeds), explaining mechanisms.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) – Fully supported by data, recommending 6% inclusion without adverse effects.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 (Poor) – Not discussed at all.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory) – Relevant mix of recent (2024-2025) and older sources, but exact number unclear and some formatting issues implied.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement) – Generally understandable but frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetitions (e.g., "experimental animal" overuse).
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
	


PART 3
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript presents novel, positive data on Gracilaria edulis as a sustainable feed additive for L. vannamei, with strong practical implications for Indian aquaculture. Recommend minor revisions: Improve English grammar/phrasing throughout (e.g., reduce repetitions like "experimental animal"), explicitly state objectives/hypotheses in Introduction, and add a Limitations section discussing factors like tank-scale vs. pond trials or long-term effects. No major scientific concerns; suitable for publication post-revision.
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Rahul Kumar Singh, Banaras Hindu University, India


