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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 present work has good scientific merit. The research findings help to understand the behaviour of the particular plant on the mortality of the fish. It also emphasizes the phytochemical profile of the extract wherein the qualitative analysis was carried out. The present work evident that the reduction in DO consumption rate by the fish, However still need more evidence
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title could have few modifications. It can include “Effect of Sphenostylis marginate extract”. It can also include the phytochemical analysis part of the work
	

	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.


	Yes the abstract is comprehensive 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The approach is scientifically right. However, the profiling of phytochemicals in the extract needs to be confirmed with quantitative assays also. Qualitative assays alone will not help to relate the research findings. The levels of those phytochemicals required to understand more. In addition to this, the calculation of Dissolved Oxygen Consumption rate (DOCR) is little confusing and the values has some error. Authors could recalculate the same again. There was no correlation established “why does the DOCR decreases in the presence of extract?”. 

The extracts and dilutions of the extracts are represented as mg/L. this representation might lead to confusion. There was no single molecule targeted in this extract, so the notations should be used accordingly. If the author wants to represent the crude powder concentration of the extract, mg of powder of the plant/L can be used. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There was very little number of recent references seen in the manuscript. Only around 3. It is better to add more recent references to the discussion as well as in the whole manuscript.
	

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


	Yes it is good 
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