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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 highlights a sustainable and eco-friendly approach to control bacterial diseases in aquaculture by reducing dependence on conventional antibiotics, so it is important to the scientific community. The potential of soil-derived Streptomyces species as natural antibacterial and probiotic agents against Motile Aeromonas Septicemia caused by Aeromonas hydrophila in Catla catla is demonstrated in the study. By integrating molecular characterization with both in vitro and in vivo evaluations, the work provides valuable insights for developing safer disease management strategies in aquaculture. These findings may also help in further exploration of microbial resources from soil ecosystems for novel bioactive compounds and probiotic applications.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	Yes, the title is generally clear and relevant to the study. However, the phrase “Using Soil Microbe” is slightly broad and grammatically less precise for a scientific title. 
4= Good
	

	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
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive because it covers the major components of a scientific study, but few improvements could make it more polished like 16S rRNA gene sequencing, probiotic aspect not reflected in results section, though mentioned in Objectives section.
3=Satisfactory
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Appropriate, but same keyword is repeated twice (Streptomyces)
4 = Good
	

	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
	background information is generally well organized and sufficient with a logical scientific  flow. However, some improvements would strengthen readability and scientific quality like grammatical errors, consistency in scientific naming, research gap is not mentioned clearly
 4= Good
	

	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
	Yes, the research objectives/hypotheses are clearly stated in the final paragraph of the introduction. Objectives are clear, but could be made more concise and direct.
4=Good

	

	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
	Yes, the literature review is relevant and reasonably up to date. The introduction cites several recent studies from 2022–2025, the cited literature appropriately supports the major themes of the study.
4= Good
	

	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
	Yes, the methodology is strong and well aligned with the objectives of the study. The methods follow isolation of soil microorganisms to characterization, metabolite extraction, antibacterial screening, and finally in vivo disease management evaluation in Catla catla. However, some methodological details could be improved for scientific rigor and reproducibility like exact number of sampling details, only catalase testing is mentioned for biochemical characterization, PCR cycling conditions are incompletely described and somewhat confusing, No statistical methods are mentioned. Replicate numbers and fish stocking density are missing.
3= Satisfactory
	

	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
	Animal ethical approval or institutional permission for fish experimentation should be included if required by the journal.
4=Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results follow a clear experimental progression. 
Morphological, biochemical, molecular, and in vivo analyses are integrated well. Quantitative antibacterial data and MIC values strengthen the study. But,requires major revisions like the study focuses on A. hydrophila, but several tables mention Aeromonas schubertii instead. Table 5 incorrectly states: “Analysis → Aeromonas schubertii (~98% identity)”. This is confusing because the molecular identification section should identify the Streptomyces isolate, not Aeromonas. Irrelevant Sentence like “Li et al. show that the addition of optogenetic control expands cytokine release…” appears accidentally inserted from another manuscript and should be removed immediately. 16S rRNA gene sequencing must be stated instead of Streptomyces gene sequencing.
3= Satisfactory

	

	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


	The tables and figures are scientifically relevant and necessary for the manuscript, but substantial editing is needed to make them publication quality. Figure numbering and phylogenetic tree descriptions are confusing. Figure 5 and Figure 6 appear contradictory.
4=Good
	

	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
	The discussion appropriately connects findings with sustainable aquaculture disease management.
4=Good

	

	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
	Yes, the conclusions are generally supported by the data presented in the study. The reported inhibition zones, MIC values, molecular identification results, and improved fish survival in the in vivo experiments all support the central conclusion that Streptomyces has promising biocontrol potential for aquaculture disease management.
4=Good
	

	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
	The limitations of the study are only partially discussed. While the manuscript briefly mentions the need for further studies in the “Future Work” section, it does not  present separate section of the study’s limitations.
3=Satisfactory
	

	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
	Yes, the references are relevant and sufficient in number for a manuscript of this scope. The reference list adequately covers important themes related to the present investigation. There are a few mismatches between cited references and manuscript statements like reference 16, which should be cross-checked carefully.
4= Good
	

	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
	The manuscript is understandable overall and communicates the main scientific ideas effectively, but the language quality requires little improvement before  publication.
4=Good
After professional editing, the manuscript could become much stronger and more publication-ready.

	



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
“Screening, Molecular Detection and Potential Disease Management of Motile Aeromonas Septicemia in Catla catla Using Soil-Derived Streptomyces spp.”
	

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

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	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
	



Reviewer details:
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