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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript provides valuable baseline data on microbial contamination in Siganus rivulatus along the Syrian coast, an area where such information is limited or unavailable. The findings contribute to understanding the relationship between environmental pollution and fish quality, which is essential for public health and fisheries management. The study also highlights the presence of pathogenic bacteria within permissible limits, underscoring the importance of continuous monitoring of coastal ecosystems. Moreover, the results support efforts aimed at improving wastewater management and preserving marine biodiversity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It accurately reflects the subject, the species examined, and the geographical scope of the study.

	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly states the objectives, methods, results, and conclusions.
Suggested improvements:

· Add one sentence explaining why Siganus rivulatus is an important indicator species.

· Clarify the significance of permissible limits by briefly stating their role in food safety.

· Remove unnecessary details (e.g., plate incubation duration) to keep the abstract concise.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methods follow standard microbiological procedures, and the results are adequately presented with tables and figures. The discussion is consistent with the findings and supported by relevant literature. The interpretation appropriately links environmental factors with microbial loads and explains the presence of indicator bacteria.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and include both foundational and recent sources. The manuscript cites updated studies up to 2023, which strengthens the scientific validity. If desired, one or two more recent papers on microbiological quality of marine fish could be added, but this is optional and not required.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical adjustments could further improve clarity and flow, but the overall quality is acceptable.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, and the figures and tables support the findings effectively. The study provides important baseline data for Syrian marine environments and can serve as a reference for future monitoring programs. Strengthening the conclusion with a more action-oriented recommendation (e.g., proposing a routine monitoring frequency) may enhance the practical value of the work.
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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 detail)

NO
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