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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 shows vital proof in favour of the dietary probiotic use of Bacillus amyloliquefaciens to improve the immune and hematological health of the Amur common carp (Cyprinus carpio haematopterus). The results show that 0.5% inclusion enhances key physiological parameters to a significant extent, thus providing evidence for its being a sustainable and natural alternative to traditional methods of controlling diseases in aquaculture, further more it also contributes to the existing volume of probiotic research, thus endorsing eco-friendly practices in fish farming at the level of application for better fish welfare and productivity. Such results are especially significant in the context of global attempts at reducing antibiotic dependence, while also promoting sustainable aquaculture systems.
Opening Sentence Enhancement, Clarify Experimental Design, Streamline Result, Repetition and Redundancy, Strengthen Conclusion

Example 

Current: The use of probiotics in aquaculture has gained increasing attention as a sustainable strategy to enhance fish health and immunity. 

Suggested: Probiotics are increasingly explored in aquaculture as sustainable alternatives to antibiotics for enhancing fish health and immunity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Probiotic Potential of Bacillus amyloliquefaciens in Enhancing Health Parameters of Amur Common Carp (Cyprinus carpio haematopterus)
Correct as research focus
	

	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.
	Improve flow and reduce numerical value, Clarify statistical significance, Slight redundancy in the conclusion, Minor language and structure enhancements
Correct  abstract as reviewed in comments box
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes 
              Language and Grammar Improvements, Avoid Repetition: 

Figure and Table References,  

Numerical Order and Precision: 

(×10^6/mm³ or ×10⁶/mm³),

e.g., 1.64×10⁶/mm³ ± 0.06 instead of 1.64±0.06×10⁶/mm³

Numerical Order and Precision: (T3 (75.61 pg), T3 (71.79±0.36 pg))
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Include Dave, D., Prajapati, D., Pandya, D., Modi, S., & Bhatt, S. (2022). Perspectives and Prospects of Probiotics in Aquaculture: A Review. Inventum Biologicum: An International Journal of Biological Research, 2(2), 64–76.
Need to update the last 5 year's data
	

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


	The English language quality of the article is generally understandable but requires to moderate revision for clarity, grammar, and scientific manner.
Use clear and correct sentences to make your writing easy to read and understand.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript contains some interesting work, but it does not justify the reasoning behind the strain selection within the study design, and the methods need to be clearer. It requires revisions before being ready for publication, to introduce better statistical transparency and deeper analysis by the authors. Proper descriptions for figures and tables are essential. It is interesting but not only a lack of justification for strain selection in the design but also the methodology should also be clearer. It required major revisions before being ready for publication. It needed more refinement on results and discussion sections while bringing better statistical transparency and deeper analysis by those authors. Clear captions for all figures and tables are indispensable.The strain selection and methodology need clearer justification and detail. The results and discussion sections lack statistical transparency and deeper analysis. Figures and tables need more informative captions. Major revisions are necessary to improve clarity, coherence, and overall quality.The manuscript consists lacks methodological clarity,  a problem with language and some redundant presentation of data which affects its readability. The figures themselves need better labeling, and the discussion should be delved deeper into with clearer interpretation of results with fewer redundancies.
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