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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.
	Aquatic by-products are a versatile source of bio-compounds, often rich in primary metabolites that can be converted into humic acids, amino acids, organic acids, enzymes, biosurfactants, and vitamins. Many of them have been proven to stimulate plant growth. The identification of the active components, their mechanisms of action and modes of application in agriculture should be a high priority for both agro-industries and agro-scientists. A critical gap in the scientific literature linking fish-waste-based products to plant growth-promoting rhizobacteria (PGPR) is being addressed in this review. The results of many separate works are interrelated in a new approach to next-generation, sustainable biofertilizers. The use of underexploited waste in agricultural production is fully in line with the principles of the circular bioeconomy. This review also shows how an agro-preparation can influence the rhizobium and thereby directly improve the nutrient-use efficiency and adaptive capabilities of plants, rather than simply fertilising them as a “bulk” organic fertiliser. The identification of knowledge gaps for research (multi-omics validation, dose optimisation based on soil, and much more) in this review is an essential stage in the development of the subject and, hopefully, an effective call for new targeted agrobiologically experiments.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(The title is highly descriptive and accurately reflects the mechanistic and forward-looking nature of the review.)
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(It effectively summarizes the background, methodology, primary findings, and future research priorities.)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(They cover the core concepts: the raw material, the microbial agents, the biological processes, and the overarching economic framework.)
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(The introduction logically flows from the broad need for sustainable agriculture to PGPR mechanisms, fish waste generation, and the bio-stimulant framework.)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(Section 1.4 explicitly and clearly outlines the scope and objective of the review.)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(The cited literature stays tightly focused on PGPR mechanisms, fish waste chemistry, and bio-stimulant science.)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(The review includes highly contemporary sources, including multiple papers published between 2024 and 2026.)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(Section 2 provides a highly transparent explanation of the databases used, search terms, date windows, and inclusion/exclusion criteria.)
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(Yes, particularly in Section 6.4 and 6.5, where the authors critically assess the flaws, translational constraints, and missing causal links in the current evidence base.)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(Section 8 is exceptionally thorough, breaking down future needs into specific, actionable categories like factorial interaction studies and molecular microbiology integration.)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(The conclusions are measured, evidence-based, and do not overstate the current capabilities of fish-waste bio-inputs without proper formulation.)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(Section 10 explicitly addresses the limitations of the narrative review format and the current state of the literature.)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(All references are drawn from recognized, authentic peer-reviewed scientific journals.)
	

	14. 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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

(The prose is articulate, professional, and highly readable, with excellent transitions between complex concepts.)


	


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? 

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? 

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)


	Yes
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Lui Wing Kin, Gordon University, China
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