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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.
	The paper addresses an important concept in sustainable aquaculture by evaluating the physiological safety and haematological impacts of a locally available West African Plant extract (Detarium microcarpun) in Nile tilapia diets. The study provides rigorous data demonstrating that diet supplementation up to 400 mg/kg does not cause adverse haematological disruptions, contributing valuable empirical evidence to the literature on phytogenic feed additives. Moreover, by explicitly discussing the limitations of mammalian-based automated analyzers (Sysmex XN-550) for fish blood and highlighting the high within-treatment variability in leukocyte parameters, the paper encourages methodological rigor and cautions against overinterpreting preliminary numerical trends as definitive immunomodulation.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
Excellent, concise, and accurately reflects the scope.
	

	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
	5
Comprehensive summary of objectives, methodology, and key conclusions clearly.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Excellent selection covering species, plant name, and key parameters.
	

	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
	4
Good context provided on phytogenics and haematology; could briefly touch upon D. microcarpun studies if available
	

	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
	5
Clearly articulated at the end of the introduction.
	

	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
	5
Outstanding inclusion of recent references from 2024-2026.
	

	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
	4
Well-structured feeding trial, though tank replication (n=3) is a recognized limitation.
	

	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
	5 
Yes, ethical approval is documented and animal welfare/anesthesia protocols are sound.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 
Clear text, well-structured tables, and helpful graphical summaries.
	

	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


	5
Excellent visualizations of descriptive data and variation coefficients.
	

	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
	5
Thoughtful and balanced comparison with other phytogenic feed additive studies.
	

	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
	5
Conclusions are appropriately conservative and directly backed by the statistical findings.
	

	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
	5
Excellent dedicated section transparently outlining analytical and design constraints.
	

	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
	5
Highly relevant, current, and sufficient in number.
	

	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
	5
Excellent professional scientific English throughout the paper.
	




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.

	YES. The title is clear, descriptive, and appropriate.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	YES. The abstract thoroughly covers the study background, methods, and primary findings without overstating conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES. The scientific approach is sound, statistical modeling (nested ANOVA) is properly applied, and limitations are handled with commendable scientific integrity.

The paper is exceptionally well-written, methodologically transparent, and scientifically honest regarding its limitations (such as automated analyzer limitations for fish blood and high leukocyte variance). It makes a solid contribution to the Journal of Biology and Nature. I recommend acceptance following minor checks.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	YES. The bibliography includes recent, high-impact literature up to 2026.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. Ethical guidelines were strictly followed and approved under committee reference CERS approval No. 2026-03-145.
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