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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.
	I think this manuscript ca give good information especially for the fish farmer that use Biofloc system for they farm, that probiotic is good for maintain water quality and support fish growth. But the manuscript must be re-check for the correction.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is little bit excessive and not match with the research
I can suggest the title, like: 

“The role of probiotics on water quality and growth parameters of Cyprinus carpio cultivated using the biofloc system”
	

	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, the abstract of the manuscript is match with the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Notes from me:
1. Page 3
There is citation that is different from the other.

The introduction did not give explanation about Biofloc system;

In the Materials and Method did not give the: size of fingerling (fish length and weight), probiotic composition (types and density of bacteria).

T1 as a treatment and T2 as a control, is there not T1 as treatment 1 and T2 as treatment 2?

And the important thing, is there no repetition?or just two ponds to do the research? This is very important for the scientific data.
There is typo in the type fish in page 5 Tilapia or Cyprinus?

Writing of weight calculations is not neat.

2. Page 7
There is a different of types citations.

3. Page 10

The paragraph and the citation is to long, it is must be checked the plagiarism.
4. Page 11

The paragraph and the citation is to long, it is must be checked the plagiarism.

There is a different of types citations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	In generals the language is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It is must be re-check, especially with the methods. Good article need methods that is in accordance with the correct research methods
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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? 
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