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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.

	This manuscript presents a significant contribution to the field of sustainable aquaculture by investigating snakehead fish (Channa striata) mucus as a novel, natural immunostimulant to combat Vibrio alginolyticus infections in whiteleg shrimp. It addresses the critical industry challenge of antibiotic overuse by offering a promising eco-friendly alternative that enhances shrimp survival and immune response. The comprehensive approach, combining in vitro antibacterial assays with in vivo feeding trials and detailed immune parameters (THC, DHC), provides valuable empirical data for developing effective, natural health management strategies in shrimp hatcheries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Suitable
	

	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.

	No, the abstract in its current form is not fully comprehensive and contains several critical flaws that significantly weaken its scientific credibility and clarity. The most glaring issue is a major inconsistency that overshadows the entire study. However the Abstract describes a study on "catfish mucus" and "V. parahaemolyticus," while the entire main text details a different study on "snakehead fish mucus" and "V. alginolyticus." 

A concise and corrected abstract has been mentioned in the comment box of the reviewed manuscript. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, the manuscript is not scientifically correct. It contains a critical, disqualifying error: the Abstract describes a study on "catfish mucus" and "V. parahaemolyticus," while the entire main text details a different study on "snakehead fish mucus" and "V. alginolyticus." This fundamental inconsistency, alongside major methodological omissions, can render the entire document invalid.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Three references were missing in the reference list, whereas two were found extra in the reference lists which were not linked to the manuscript, and one reference was found repeated. 
Everything is mentioned in the comment box of the attached reviewed manuscript. 
	

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

	The manuscript requires thorough professional editing to correct grammatical errors, improve clarity, and ensure precise, formal academic language before submission.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Please go through the comments mentioned in the comment box of the attached reviewed file and do all the corrections accordingly. 
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