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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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 article may present an interesting and relevant study exploring the potential of snakehead fish mucus as a natural antimicrobial and immunostimulant against Vibrio alginolyticus infection in whiteleg shrimp. Considering the rising issue of antibiotic resistance and the need for eco-friendly disease management strategies in aquaculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	-
	

	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 mentions Vibrio parahaemolyticus, while the main study investigates V. alginolyticus. Correction is required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references are recent, others are outdated or only partially relevant
	

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


	-
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper presents an interesting concept but suffers from methodological limitations, weak antibacterial results, and lack of clarity in pathogen focus. Without stronger evidence, broader dose testing, and deeper mechanistic explanation, the conclusions about the effectiveness of snakehead mucus in controlling Vibrio infections in shrimp appear overstated.
1. The crude extract only achieved a moderate inhibition zone (12.48 mm), which is relatively weak compared to standard antibiotics.
2. The study fails to critically acknowledge that this level of inhibition may not be sufficient for practical disease control in commercial hatcheries.
3. Although enzymatic activities (lysozyme and ALP) were measured, the article does not adequately reveal the biochemical or immunological pathways by which the mucus enhances shrimp survival.
4. The discussion part is remains descriptive rather than analytical.
5. Only two experimental doses (2.5% and 5%) were tested, which is insufficient to establish a clear dose-response relationship. So, without higher or lower concentrations, the conclusion about “effectiveness” is premature.
6. The study reports only three replications per treatment, which may not provide robust statistical analysis. 
7. The lack of detailed statistical reporting (exact p-values, confidence intervals) further weakens the reliability of the findings.
8. Much of the results and discussion simply restates the observed data instead of providing deeper interpretation, comparison with global literature, or explanation of discrepancies with past findings.
9. The feasibility of collecting large amounts of snakehead mucus for commercial aquaculture use is not discussed. 
10. The manuscript has grammatical inconsistencies and occasional awkward phrasing that affect readability. The figures and tables are presented but lack uniformity and clear captions in some places.

11. Major works on immunostimulants and natural disease management in shrimp aquaculture are missing, weakening the literature review.
12. Cost–benefit analysis has not been done. Without this the application of this method remains questionable.

	


	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)


	


Reviewer details:

Parmanand Prabhakar, Bihar Animal Sciences University, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

