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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	This manuscript addresses an important topic in aquaculture by investigating the effects of dietary probiotic supplementation on the immunological and hematological responses of three economically important freshwater fish species. The results contribute to the growing body of research on the use of probiotics as sustainable alternatives to improve fish health and reduce reliance on chemotherapeutic agents in aquaculture. The study also provides comparative information across different fish species, which may be useful for researchers and aquaculture professionals. With improvements to the experimental design, data presentation, and interpretation of results, the manuscript has the potential to make a valuable contribution to the scientific literature on fish nutrition and health.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The title identifies the study's main components but would benefit from being shorter and more precise. In particular, the phrase "as a Supplement for Humans" is unclear and should be revised or removed, unless it is directly supported by the study's objectives and results.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The abstract summarizes the study and its main findings, but the manuscript would benefit from a clearer statement of the research objective, a more concise description of the experimental design, the inclusion of relevant quantitative results, and a conclusion that more accurately reflects the evidence presented.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The background provides adequate context on the use of probiotics in aquaculture and their potential effects on fish health. However, it would benefit from a more critical review of the existing literature, a clearer identification of the research gap, and a stronger rationale for the selection of fish species and study objectives.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The overall objective of the study can be inferred from the introduction, but the manuscript would benefit from a clear statement of the research objective at the end of the introductory section. If applicable, the authors should also indicate whether the study was designed to compare responses between fish species or to evaluate the effects of the probiotic within each species.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The methodology is generally adequate for investigating the effects of dietary probiotics on fish health. However, the manuscript would benefit from a more detailed description of the experimental design, replication, probiotic preparation, sample size, and statistical procedures in order to improve transparency and reproducibility.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The manuscript does not include a statement regarding ethical approval or compliance with animal welfare guidelines. Since the study involve live fish and biological sampling, the authors should specify whether approval was obtained from an institutional ethics committee or explain why such approval was not required. Including this information would improve the transparency and ethical reporting of the study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The results are generally well-organized and follow a logical sequence. However, the presentation could be improved by including more complete statistical information, reducing repetition between text and tables, and incorporating graphical presentations to facilitate the interpretation and comparison of findings.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The manuscript does not adequately discuss the limitations of the study. Including a brief section acknowledging the constraints of the experimental design, the limited scope of the species and probiotic evaluated, as well as the need for further research under different culture conditions, would provide a more balanced interpretation of the results and strengthen the manuscript.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The manuscript is generally understandable and presents the scientific content logically. However, the language requires careful revision to improve grammar, sentence structure, terminology consistency, and overall readability. Addressing these points would enhance the quality and presentation of the manuscript.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The title identifies the main theme of the study.  However, it is lengthy and includes the phrase "as a Supplement for Humans," which is unclear and does not seem to reflect the main focus of the research. Consider revising the title to make it more concise and directly related to the effects of dietary Lactobacillus sporogenes on the immune and hematological responses of selected freshwater fish species.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The abstract provides an overview of the study, but should be enhanced with a clear statement of the research objective, a brief description of the experimental design (including fish species, treatments, and duration), and a presentation of the main quantitative results. The conclusion should be more specific and closely aligned with the results obtained, avoiding broad statements that extrapolate from the evidence presented.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
The study addresses a relevant topic and follows an appropriate experimental approach. However, its scientific quality would be strengthened by a clearer statement of the research objectives, a more detailed description of the experimental design and statistical analyses, and a more critical interpretation of the results. The discussion should also distinguish between findings directly supported by the data and broader conclusions, while acknowledging the study's limitations and their implications for the interpretation of the results.

The manuscript provides a comprehensive study on the effects of probiotics on the immunological and hematological indices of freshwater fishes. The topic is highly relevant to aquaculture, especially in the context of sustainable fish health management and disease prevention through probiotic interventions. However, to enhance the manuscript should address the comments above.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
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