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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 (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 synthesizes emerging evidence on apelin’s role in feeding behavior and energy homeostasis in Labeo rohita, a species of major aquaculture importance. By integrating molecular, physiological, and environmental data, it fills a critical gap in our understanding of neuroendocrine regulation in fish. The insights provided could drive the development of precision feeding strategies and genetic selection programs aimed at improving feed efficiency and sustainability. In addition, this work sets the stage for targeted experimental studies and translational applications in aquaculture nutrition and management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Apelin and its physiological role in regulatory feed intake in fish (Labeo rohita),” accurately identifies the peptide of interest and the species under study.
	

	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 covers apelin’s general role in feeding behavior but would be more comprehensive if it briefly described the main methods (for example, qPCR tissue profiling and synthetic apelin injections), included key quantitative results (such as fold-changes in hypothalamic apelin expression during fasting and the percentage increase in food intake upon peptide administration), and emphasized what is novel about these findings in Labeo rohita relative to other teleosts. Conversely, it could delete overly broad statements on aquaculture sustainability and general mammalian peptide functions that do not directly summarize the study’s specific experiments or outcomes. Focusing on concise methods, clear quantitative insights, and the unique contributions to rohu physiology will sharpen the abstract’s impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound, drawing on relevant teleost and mammalian studies to support apelin’s orexigenic role and its modulation by nutritional and environmental factors, but it occasionally overextends by describing mechanistic pathways (such as GPCR signaling) without direct evidence in Labeo rohita and by omitting quantitative details and methodological clarity. To enhance rigor, hypotheses extrapolated from other species should be clearly labeled, key results (fold-changes in apelin expression, percentage increases in feeding) need to be reported explicitly, and essential design parameters (sample sizes, biological replicates, statistical tests) should be specified. Distinguishing established findings from novel or speculative insights will improve both accuracy and reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add this reference please: Kumar, S., Sahu, N.P., Ranjan, A. et al. Physio-metabolic and haematological changes of Labeo rohita fed with graded level of de-oiled rice bran-based diet. Fish Physiol Biochem 46, 265–275 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10695-019-00714-6 
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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