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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 article explains very well of the next-generation nanocarriers such as liposomes, bacterial ghosts, and chitosan nanoparticles offer an integrated strategy to overcome the limitations of conventional chemotherapeutic delivery in aquaculture by enhancing drug stability, bioavailability, and targeting while reducing environmental discharge.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes. Not need any addition or deletion of points in an article. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically correct. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. Sufficient references are included. However, reference format is not uniform in some the references. Hence, it need to be uniform format. The reference Nos are 

1. (2021) may be change into 2021.

2. Font style is missing. It need to be correction. 

11. Same for reference 1.

20. Year is missing.

 
	

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


	Yes. English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communication.  
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Need to improve quality of Fig. 1, 3 and 5. 
2. In Fig.4, the options a, b, c, d, e explanation is not given. Hence, the explanation include in the same Fig. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No.
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