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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  explores eco-friendly alternatives to conventional aquaculture practices by integrating Jeevamruth and biofloc systems. The study provides valuable insights into how natural microbial amendments influence organosomatic indices, thereby providing a relation between fish physiology, nutrient assimilation, and gut health. By demonstrating the synergistic benefits of Jeevamruth and biofloc in promoting metabolic efficiency and reducing intestinal stress, the work contributes to sustainable aquaculture strategies and can apply in practical applications in integrated aquaculture-horticulture models.
However, the study could be further strengthened by including complementary histological or biochemical analyses to support the organosomatic findings
	

	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.


	The abstract is clear, well-structured, and provides a concise overview of the study’s objectives, methodology, results, and implications. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with a clear experimental design, appropriate replication, and well-documented methods for biofloc and Jeevamruth preparation. 
The treatment codes (T1–T4) are inconsistently described. In the table note, T1 is listed as biofloc, but earlier in the manuscript T1 was 0.5% Jeevamruth. This inconsistency should be corrected to avoid confusion
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	More literature should be added. As lots of studies had done in this area. References are recent.
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The results section should explicitly state whether differences were significant (p < 0.05) or non-significant for each parameter, rather than relying only on superscript letters.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No, the experiment did by the researcher, seem well
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