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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The manuscript tests the response of juvenile Gnathanodon speciosus to dietary inclusion of Bacillus-based probiotics, focusing on growth, protein content, and biometric indices. Despite its growing role in marine aquaculture, nutritional studies on this species remain limited. The authors observed significant improvements in growth and protein content at 1–2 g/kg inclusion. These results are relevant for refining probiotic-based diets in early-stage marine finfish culture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The sentence is grammatically incomplete.
"Dietary probiotic enhanced..." sounds like a fragmented headline. It lacks a subject-verb-object flow.
There is no article (e.g., "The") or auxiliary verb to clarify the meaning. The second point is the scope of representation: The title does not reflect the experimental design (graded levels of probiotics), nor does it specify the species by its common name.

and finally “Intestinal morphology” was mentioned in the abstract but not fully addressed in the results or figures,
making its inclusion questionable.
Suggested alternative: Effects of graded dietary probiotic levels on growth performance and muscle protein content in juvenile golden trevally (Gnathanodon speciosus)
	

	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 not fully comprehensive. It gives a basic summary but lacks important details. Key results such as the magnitude of growth improvement or protein content should be included to give a clearer picture of the outcomes. Also, intestinal morphology is mentioned in the title but not addressed in the abstract; this should either be added or removed for consistency. The conclusion could be more specific by stating which probiotic level was most effective. Overall, the abstract should be tightened and better aligned with the results presented.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound. The experimental design is appropriate, with clear replication and control. The statistical methods used ANOVA and Kruskal-Wallis are acceptable for the type of data presented. However, some areas need attention. The presentation of the results should be more precise, especially regarding statistical significance. The interpretation of the findings is mostly accurate but should avoid broad generalizations not directly supported by the data. Also, the inclusion of “intestinal morphology” in the title is misleading, as this was not thoroughly reported or discussed in the results. Minor corrections in terminology and clarity would improve the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include several recent studies (2022–2025), particularly on probiotics and aquaculture nutrition. The manuscript cites relevant work on Bacillus spp., fish growth, and probiotic effects in other aquaculture species.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but the overall quality of language requires improvement. Issues such as grammatical errors, imprecise sentence structures, and inconsistent verb usage affect clarity and academic tone. Although technical terminology is applied correctly, the manuscript would benefit from professional language editing to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I would recommend major revision, provided the authors address the structural and language problems thoroughly.
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