


Review Form-1
	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Research 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJFAR_155548

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Effects of incorporating zeolite into the diet of Nile tilapia (Oreochromis niloticus Linnaeus, 1758) on growth performance and histopathological parameters

	Type of the Article
	Research Article






PART 1


	
	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 addresses the important issue of using zeolite to mitigate potential mycotoxin risks in aquaculture feed. However, its current contribution is limited by the lack of direct evidence regarding aflatoxin levels in the experimental diets. Establishing a clear link between dietary zeolite and toxin removal is crucial for providing actionable insights to the scientific community and fish farmers.
	














































PART  2

	


	
	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
	Score: 5. The title is very clear and specific, and it accurately describes the variables being measured (growth performance and histopathology).
	

	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
	Score: 4. Generally, this abstract has a good basic structure, but it is not fully comprehensive as it does not completely include the results, specifically the intestinal histopathology results. In my opinion, regarding the methodology, a toxicology test should have been conducted first, and the fish should have been in a poisoned state or exposed to toxins. This is to determine how effectively the zeolite removes toxins from the fish's body via the feed. The background discusses mitigating aflatoxin B1 toxicity. However, the methods section does not mention at all whether the fish were exposed to or given aflatoxin B1 during the study.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Score: 4. The keywords are relevant, but the word 'Histopathology' is not included in the title."
	

	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
	Score: 2 (Needs Improvement). The background predominantly discusses the hazards of aflatoxin, whereas the actual study conducted normal feed trials without any addition or testing of aflatoxin."
	

	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
	Score: 3 The objective stated at the end of the introduction is to reduce mycotoxin levels in the feed, whereas the methodology does not include any measurement of mycotoxin levels at all."
	

	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
	Score: 3. More supporting references are still needed regarding the obtained results
	

	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
	Score: 2. Feed containing high amounts of plant-based ingredients such as peanut meal, soybean meal, cornmeal, and rice bran is more susceptible to mycotoxin contamination. Have the mycotoxin levels in the provided feed been checked? If not, it is recommended to conduct a baseline test: measuring and reporting the natural mycotoxin levels of the local feed ingredients used before mixing them with zeolite."
	

	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
	Score: 3. "The rearing conditions appear to be standard."
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Score: 3. There is a contradiction between the data and the narrative. Table 3 shows 'no significant difference' (P>0.05) in growth indicators, yet the authors claim in the text that zeolite 'improves growth'.
	

	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
	Score: 4 Self-explanatory.
	

	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
	" Score: 3. If the authors wish to attribute the intestinal damage in the control group to aflatoxin, they must provide laboratory proof that the feed was indeed toxic.
	

	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
	Score: 3 The authors need to clarify the attribution of intestinal damage in the control group to aflatoxin; however, this requires laboratory evidence proving that the feed was indeed toxic
	

	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
	Score: 3. The authors completely fail to discuss the limitations of their experiment, including the lack of aflatoxin level testing on the initial feed ingredients
	

	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
	Score: 2. The current references are insufficient; the authors must include further supporting citations
	

	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
	" Score: 4. The language is clear and comprehensible
	






PART  3: 
	

	
	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)
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