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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 evaluates the effects of the probiotic Lactobacillus sporogenes on hematological and immunological responses in three valuable freshwater fish species: Cirrhinus mrigala, Labeo rohita, and Cyprinus carpio. This study provides comparative data on the use of free and immobilized probiotics combined with organic fertilizer in the form of cow dung in fish farming systems. Measurements of hemoglobin, erythrocytes, leukocytes, hematocrit, MCV, MCH, and MCHC provide insights into changes in the physiological condition of fish following treatment. Assessment of respiratory burst activity, lysozyme, and phagocytosis also broadens our understanding of the treatment's effects on the fish's innate immune system. The finding that immobilized probiotic treatment combined with cow dung resulted in higher hematological and immunological responses has the potential to support the development of more environmentally friendly and health-oriented fish farming strategies.
	




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
	2 

	

	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
	2

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Suggested keywords: Immobilized probiotics; hematological indices; innate immune response; freshwater carps; organic fertilization

	

	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 introduction contains a relevant topic, but it does not yet develop a strong scientific argument. The author needs to improve the order of the discussion, add research gaps, explain the basis for the treatment and species selection, and formulate the objectives more specifically.

	

	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 research objectives were not clearly and measurably stated, and the research hypothesis was not explicitly stated. At the end of the introduction, the author only stated that the study was conducted to assess the effect of Lactobacillus sporogens in feed on hematological and immunological indices in fish. This formulation was too general, as it did not include the type of treatment, three fish species, key parameters, or direction of comparison tested.

	

	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
	3
The literature review is generally relevant and includes some recent sources, but is not specific enough to support the main treatment of the study. The authors should add recent literature on immobilized probiotics, the use of organic fertilizers in aquaculture, interspecific responses of fish, and hematological and immunological mechanisms. References not directly related to the research objectives should be reduced.

	

	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
	4
The basic methods are relevant to the research objectives. Treatment design, replication, probiotic administration procedures, fish maintenance, blood sampling, and statistical analysis should be adequately described.
	

	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
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
The discussion has cited literature for nearly every parameter. However, it still consists of a series of results and supporting citations. Authors need to strengthen the critical synthesis, address conflicting results, verify the appropriateness of references, separate evidence from mechanistic conjecture.

	

	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
Authors should limit conclusions to the parameters measured, acknowledge differences in responses between species, avoid claims that T4 is superior across all parameters, and remove untested claims of antiviral, nutritional enhancement, and disease resistance.
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	




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.

	It would be better if the title were:
Effects of Cow Dung and Immobilized Lactobacillus sporogens on the Hemato-Immunological Responses of Cirrhinus mrigala, Labeo rohita, and Cyprinus carpio
	

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

	The abstract contains basic information, but it doesn't provide a sufficiently accurate picture of the research for readers. Revisions should emphasize transparency of the experimental design, numerical results, comparisons between treatments, and conclusions that do not go beyond the data.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript contains relevant topics and some potentially valuable data. However, the scientific accuracy of the results and their interpretation cannot be guaranteed. Further research is needed to review the raw data, clarify the experimental units, refine the statistical analysis, verify treatment codes, and remove untested claims.
	

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

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

	Quantitatively, the number of references is sufficient, but qualitatively, references still need to be improved. The authors should remove irrelevant sources, add more recent literature on immobilized probiotics and organic fertilizers, complete bibliographic information, and check the correspondence between citations and their original sources.
	

	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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