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	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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.
	Improving the quality of live feed and disease resistance in larval stages is a critical component of aquaculture. Probiotic enrichment of Artemia nauplii addresses this issue. This study contributes to data on enrichment of feed and it effect on survival, behaviour and resistance to infections. Hence it has practical value for sustainable aquaculture and can lead  to reduction in antibiotic use. 
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
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	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
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	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
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	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
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	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
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	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The topic is very relevant with practical importance in aquaculture. However, the experimental design can be made clearer. The scoring system in behavioural analysis needs to be more well defined. Software used in statistical analysis not explained properly. Significance values (p values) reported. Figures are not explained clearly. Data presentation needs revision. Grammar and sentence structure needs improvement.

This manuscript is of practical relevance, but needs major revision.
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