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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.

	The research work is clearly presented and effectively supports the potential of barnacle-derived actinomycetes as promising antimicrobial sources. The manuscript is particularly significant given that the BAR2 isolate demonstrated a notable 25 mm zone of inhibition against Staphylococcus aureus/MRSA, indicating strong antibacterial activity. To make a more impactful scientific version, the introduction would benefit from a clearer articulation of the clinical relevance of the tested pathogens and the existing antimicrobial resistance gaps they represent. In the final paragraph of the Discussion (Section 4), the authors may strengthen the interpretation of BAR2’s antimicrobial activity by including comparative benchmarking. The reported 25 mm inhibition zone against MRSA could be contextualized against published marine actinomycete studies, where inhibition zones against Staphylococcus aureus typically range from 8-11 mm (e.g., PMCID: PMC7703873 or similar reports), thereby highlighting the relative potency of BAR2. Also, it is recommended to explicitly state that the tested strains belong to the WHO-designated critical priority pathogens, thereby reinforcing the public health significance of the findings
You can provide like this: 
In the section (2.2): “The tested ATCC reference strains (Staphylococcus aureus ATCC 25923, Klebsiella pneumoniae ATCC BAA-1705, and Pseudomonas aeruginosa ATCC 27853) represent WHO-designated critical priority pathogens.”
In the last paragraph of Discussion section (4), “The selected actinomycete strain BAR2 demonstrated pronounced antimicrobial activity, particularly against MRSA, with a 25 mm zone of inhibition. This level of activity substantially exceeds previously reported inhibition zones for marine actinomycetes against Staphylococcus aureus (8-11 mm), highlighting the superior antibacterial potential of BAR2. In addition to its efficacy against Gram-positive pathogens, BAR2 also exhibited activity against Pseudomonas aeruginosa, a WHO-designated critical priority pathogen associated with high morbidity and mortality due to multidrug resistance in clinical settings. Collectively, the identification of four bioactive isolates from a total of seventeen barnacle-derived actinomycetes underscores the effectiveness of barnacles as promising bioprospecting targets for the discovery of novel antimicrobial compounds. Actinobacterial isolates exhibiting activity against a broad spectrum of pathogens are valuable indicators for the production of bioactive secondary metabolites with therapeutic potential.

In the conclusion section, “Activity against WHO priority pathogens underscores the public health potential of barnacle-derived actinomycetes to combat the global antimicrobial resistance crisis.”

	

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

	The original title is clear, and describes the isolation and morphological work, but missed the key result i.e. potent anti-MRSA activity (BAR2: 25 mm zone).
Original title: “Isolation and Morphological Characterization of Actinomycetes from Barnacles of southern region” 
Suggested title: Isolation and Morphological Characterization of Barnacle-Derived Actinomycetes from Southern Regions with Potent Anti-MRSA Activity”

	

	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.

	Your abstract contains aim, methods, results, and conclusion in clear structure. Minor enhancements could better highlight clinical impact and and improve phrasing consistency. You can add background context for broader appeal.
Suggested version: 

“Marine actinomycetes associated with barnacle hosts represent a promising source of novel antibiotics against multidrug-resistant WHO priority pathogens. This study isolated actinomycetes from barnacles collected at Chinnavilai Beach, Kanyakumari District, Tamil Nadu, India, using actinomycete isolation medium. Seventeen strains were recovered, with four (BAR1-BAR4) selected for morphological characterization and antimicrobial screening. Morphological analysis revealed aerial mycelium appeared predominantly greyish-white (40%) with light brown substrate mycelium, while 20% showed white aerial mycelium with dark brown substrate, 35% exhibited pigmentation, and 25% produced metabolic exudates. Micromorphological analysis revealed 55% biverticillate spiral structures, 25% rectus-flexible, and 15% monoverticillate forms. Selected strains demonstrated antimicrobial activity against clinical pathogens, with BAR2 producing the largest inhibition zones: 25 mm against MRSA, 18 mm against P. aeruginosa, 12 mm against A. baumannii, and 10 mm against K. pneumoniae. These barnacle-derived actinomycetes represent promising sources of novel antimicrobial compounds.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, this manuscript is scientifically correct with standard isolation methods, appropriate ATCC strains, and reliable agar plug assays, along with antimicrobial results consistent with established standards 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Given references are strong enough. But, in the discussion section, you can include few more references as I suggested you to include some points on benchmarking context in the discussion section as mentioned above. The above-mentioned link is just for reference purposes. If you need to include, you can include some other peer-reviewed articles for the benchmarking context. 
	

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

	Yes, it is easy to read, understand and direct, and scientific content sounds good. Terminology consistency is well maintained throughout the manuscript
Yes, the language is easy to read, direct, clear, and scientifically sound with consistent terminology throughout. Minor formatting fixes needed throughout the document: add spaces before units (e.g., 22 mm), correct bacterial names (Acinetobacter baumannii), fix plural inconsistencies ('17 strains'), and correct missing spaces.
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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? 

	No, there are no ethical issues in this manuscript
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