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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.

	This manuscript provides an understanding of the role of Emerita asiatica, which is a pathogen recognition molecule, in the non-specific immune mechanism in crustaceans, specifically β-1,3-glucan binding protein (βGBP).  This manuscript also explores the process of isolation, purification, and biological activity testing, which will contribute to the methodology of immunological research, particularly in marine invertebrates.  This research links protein biochemistry, marine invertebrate immunology, and how marine organisms physiologically adapt to environmental challenges and infections. This research is important as a basis for research into molecular characterization, receptor function, and potential applications of βGBP in the future.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the manuscript describes the content and substance of the research results, providing three main components of systematic research: isolation, purification, and characterization of β-1,3 glucan binding protein from Emerita asiatica serum. The structure, consisting of abstract, objectives, methods, and results, provides information on the purification process using affinity chromatography and the characterization of the biological activity and properties of the protein.
	

	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 still requires revision, including making it shorter and more systematic. Focusing on the main findings and being more quantitative would be preferable. This way, readers will immediately understand the research, its methods, results, significance, and contribution to science.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has been largely written scientifically at the conceptual and experimental approach levels, but is not yet fully rigorous. Alignment of the aims, methods, results, and discussion is needed. Eliminate claims not directly supported by the data, clarify the interpretation of the biochemical results, and strengthen the interpretation of the statistical replication results. Scientific validation is promising, but not yet fully convincing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In general, the references are quite relevant and provide a logical foundation for this research. The reference list is not sufficiently up-to-date, with many citations being relatively old, and little evidence of recent literature being visible. More recent references on crustacean innate immunity, pattern recognition proteins, β-1,3-glucan-binding proteins, proPO activation, and recent biochemical or molecular approaches to immune protein characterization should be added. References should be carefully checked for completeness, formatting consistency, and potential citation errors.
	

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

	yes
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript has been prepared with a sound scientific basis. The research specifically focuses on the study of immune proteins in Emerita asiatica. The manuscript still requires revision to synchronize the objectives, methods, results, and discussion to be more consistent, clear, and scientifically correct. The abstract, discussion, and bibliography still need to be added and tidied up to ensure the quality of the manuscript meets scientific publication standards.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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