Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Biology & Biotechnology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JABB_134677

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Dietary Bacillus amyloliquefaciens as a tool for boosting health in Amur common carp (Cyprinus carpio haematopterus)

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 is highly significant for the scientific community as it provides compelling evidence on the efficacy of Bacillus amyloliquefaciens as a probiotic in enhancing the health and immunity of Amur common carp, a species of economic importance in aquaculture. The study demonstrates that a 0.5% dietary inclusion of this probiotic optimally improves haematological and immune parameters, offering a sustainable alternative to conventional disease management strategies. These findings contribute to the growing body of research supporting probiotics in aquaculture, which can reduce reliance on antibiotics and promote environmentally friendly practices. Additionally, the detailed methodology and robust results serve as a valuable reference for future studies on probiotic applications in aquatic species.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and relevant but wider. The research emphasized on haematology and Immune parameters. Hence, it could be slightly refined for greater precision and impact. 

Suggestion: “Dietary supplementation with Bacillus amyloliquefaciens enhances haematological and immune responses in Amur Common Carp (C. carpio haematopterus)” 
	

	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.
	The abstract is well-structured and covers key aspects of the study, but it could be slightly refined for greater clarity, conciseness, and impact: Sentences on significant improvements (highlighted in yellow) should be rewritten (with help of the supervisor). 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall, with a well-designed experiment, appropriate methodology, and statistically supported conclusions. However, some improvements and clarifications could further enhance its rigor. 
Analysis of fish growth and feed utilization would have demonstrated the true importance of adding probiotics.

In the introduction and discussion, it would be very important to highlight the importance of probiotics in reducing antibiotic use, making them more sustainable.

Materials and Methods

It would be very important to mention the water parameter values ​​for greater clarity. Sections 2.2 and 2.3 should be merged. Table 1 should list all ingredients used and their respective proportions. Furthermore, the proximate analysis of the feed's crude nutritional value (e.g., protein, lipid, ash, moisture) would have been of great scientific importance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant, but there are opportunities to strengthen their recency and breadth, particularly in probiotic applications in aquaculture. 
Limitations:
· Gaps in Probiotic Mechanisms: Few references explain how B. amyloliquefaciens modulates immunity (e.g., cytokine regulation, gut microbiota shifts).

· Recent Advances (2022–2024): Lacks citations from the past 2–3 years on probiotics in carp or related species. Also, a single paper in 2021 (Naylor et al., 2021) was cited. 

· Comparative Studies: Limited comparisons to other Bacillus strains (e.g., B. licheniformis, B. coagulans) in carp.


	

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


	While the English is functional, polishing it will enhance readability and professionalism. Some paragraphs which may make difficulties to the readers were highlighted in yellow. Please review the reporting style of the entire manuscript. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	NA. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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