
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJFAR_156036

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Nano-Enabled Delivery of a Polyherbal Formulation from Tridax procumbens, Boerhavia diffusa and Tinospora cordifolia to Enhance Growth, Immunity and Disease Resistance in Pangasius pangasius Fingerlings

	Type of the Article
	Research Article







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.
	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in aquaculture, focusing on nano-encapsulated polyherbal formulations as an alternative to antibiotics. The study is of scientific interest; however, it requires substantial improvement in methodological clarity, justification, and discussion to meet publication standards.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	2
	

	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
	2
The abstract presents results in a qualitative manner. It is recommended to include key numerical values (e.g., growth %, FCR, RPS) to strengthen clarity. Additionally, formatting errors (e.g., TP:BD:TC ratio) should be corrected. The initial weight of the fingerlings used in the experiment should be clearly stated in the abstract to provide essential experimental context.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	The number of keywords should be reduced to fewer than six, as per standard journal guidelines.
	

	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
	2
The Introduction relies on general and somewhat outdated citations, with insufficient inclusion of recent literature on nano-feed technologies and polyherbal/nano delivery systems in aquaculture. The manuscript also fails to clearly identify the research gap, particularly the lack of nano-polyherbal studies in Pangasius and the need for dose optimization. The rationale for combining the three herbal components is not clearly justified, and no justification is provided for the absence of individual treatment comparisons. No justification is provided for the selection of Pangasius pangasius as the study species. Additionally, several statements lack appropriate references, which should be addressed.

	

	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
	3
Consistent terminology should be used throughout the manuscript for nanoencapsulation, avoiding multiple terms for the same concept. Units and measurement clarity must be maintained consistently across all tables and descriptions. Minor issues related to repetition and data presentation should also be improved.

	

	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
	1

	

	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
	2
The Materials and Methods section lacks sufficient detail and references for key procedures, including extraction, nanoparticle preparation, analytical methods, and bacterial challenge. Several analytical methods alack proper unit of measurement. Diet formulation and proximate composition require clarification to confirm isonitrogenous and isocaloric claims. Statistical analysis details (software and version) are also missing.

	

	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
	1
The ethics statement is insufficiently detailed. Information regarding the approving authority (institutional ethics committee), approval number, and relevant guidelines followed should be clearly provided.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2 
The Discussion section lacks depth and critical analysis. Several mechanistic explanations  are not directly supported by experimental evidence. The discussion relies heavily on general statements, with insufficient engagement with recent literature. The comparative advantage of nano-formulation over free herbal supplementation is not adequately explored. Additionally, the interpretation of results is occasionally overstated, and the section would benefit from reduced repetition and clearer linkage to specific findings. The discussion also lacks adequate references to support the results, and many cited studies are outdated.
	

	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
	3
The Conclusion is too brief and lacks sufficient depth. Additionally, claims should be presented more cautiously to avoid overstatement.

	

	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
	1
	

	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
	1
The references are relatively outdated, with limited inclusion of recent studies. It is recommended to incorporate more recent literature from the last 5-10 years to better reflect current advancements in the field.

	

	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
	4
Inconsistent use of Special characters is observed throughout the manuscript; this should be standardized.

	





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.
	NO
The abstract presents results qualitatively and lacks key numerical data (e.g., growth %, FCR, RPS). The initial weight of fish should be included, and formatting inconsistencies should be corrected. Keywords should be reduced to fewer than six.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The manuscript has several methodological and scientific limitations, including lack of extract standardization, insufficient nanoparticle characterization, unclear diet formulation, inadequate methodological references, and weak statistical description. These issues affect reproducibility and scientific rigor.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The manuscript relies on 10+ years references and lacks sufficient recent literature (last 5-10 years), particularly on nano-feed and polyherbal delivery systems in aquaculture.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	YES
The ethics statement is insufficient and lacks details such as approving authority, approval number, and specific guidelines followed.

	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic but has multiple methodological and scientific limitations, including insufficient standardization, old  references, and lack of depth in discussion. While the study has potential, major revision is required before it can be considered for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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