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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript provides general insight on the effect of Helianthus annuus as a potential therapeutic agent in L. rohita fingerlings infected with A. hydrophila. By investigating the effect of different concentrations of Helianthus annuus on the haematological and biochemical parameters in treated fish, it will promote better understanding on the effect and potential application of Helianthus annuus incorporated in fish feed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is 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.


	Suggestion for the improvement:

1) The aim of study was not clearly mentioned

2) Lack of clarity for the following statements:
“The experimental feed was prepared with different concentrations of H. annuus leaf powder”

“..the parameters of the infected fish gradually increased from abnormal to normal levels.”

3) Inappropriate statement of conclusion 

“..aqua farmers may be encouraged to utilize the leaf powder of H. annuus @ 2.0 g concentration”
4) The terms used are inappropriate: Haematology, Biochemistry and Enzyme parameters

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction:

1) Lack of information regarding the properties and the use of H. annuus as a curative or therapeutic agent in fish
2) The author highlights the glucose parameter and the association with stress level from the previous studies – are those parameters have association with the therapeutic properties in infected fish?
Methodology:

1) The experiment involved the “infected freshwater fish fingerlings (12 ± 4 g) of Labeo rohita (Rohu)” – is it referring to naturally infected or artificially infected fish? Detail descriptions on the methodology need to be included.
2) For every methodology, the authors only mention the source of references and not providing detailed descriptions of the procedures. Majority of the references are outdated.
Results:
1) The results include a ‘normal’ treatment which shows better results in comparison with other treatments (T1-T5). However, the description about the ‘normal’ treatment in the methodology was not available.
Discussion:
1) Majority of references are outdated – more than 10 years

2) The author should describe in detail how the H. annuus incorporated in feed can enhanced the level of haematological and biochemical parameters in L. rohita
Conclusion:

The recommendation to apply H. annuus at a specific concentration (2.0 g) in the diet of L. rohita fingerlings to cure the bacterial infection may not appropriate for the aqua farmers.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient but and majority of the articles are outdated.
	

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


	The language is appropriate for scholarly communication but require further improvement.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript requires further improvement to fulfil the scientific merit of the journal.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
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