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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.


	· The introduction of the endangered Hammerhead Shark (Sphyrna lewini Griffith & Smith, 1834) is an important scientific study in terms of announcing the necessary measures and care for the protection of the species within the scientific community.
· It is an important study in terms of enabling its survival in the Gaza Strip and Eastern Mediterranean coastal waters, which are not its natural habitat, and allowing it to be recognized by fishermen and local communities living in this region.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable for the article.
	

	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 section is suitable for the article.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is scientifically significant, but with a few additions and corrections, it could be made more robust and compelling.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many references are current and relevant, but: Some references are heavily duplicated (e.g., the same author's 2026 series of works).

There are minor inconsistencies in the citation format (author names and punctuation).
	

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


	Generally understandable, but: Some sentences are too long and repetitive → simplification is recommended. Phrases such as “rare and sporadic” are repeated too often.

• English language review (native proofreading) is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	There is an inconsistency in the measurements given in Figure 2 (4.2 m in the text, 4.4 m in the figure caption). This should be corrected.

•    A table could be added: Date, length, hunting method, location information for captured individuals

•    Map: A detailed map showing the study area is missing

•    Comparison: A comparative assessment with the coasts of Turkey, Egypt, or Israel could be added.
Comments on methodology

•    The data collection process in the study relies heavily on “fishermen reports” and market observations. Therefore:

o    The data verification method (photo verification, expert diagnosis, etc.) should be described more clearly.

o    The keys or references used in species identification of the samples should be specified.

•    The sample size (16 individuals over 20 years) is quite limited:

o    It could be clarified why this data was treated descriptively rather than statistically analyzed.

•    Temporal distribution:

· The study would be stronger if the distribution of the 16 individuals by year were provided in a table or graph.

Comments on the presentation of findings

•    Morphological descriptions are consistent with the literature, but:

    Measurement parameters (e.g., total length measurement method) should be explained according to standards.

•    Figures: There is inconsistency between the measurements given in Figure 2 (4.2 m in the text, 4.4 m in the figure caption). This should be corrected.

Suggestions for the Discussion section

•    The discussion is generally a repetition of the literature:

o    The regional importance of the study (specifically in the Gaza Strip) should be emphasized more.

•    Alternative explanations:

o    Is the rarity of the species solely due to low population numbers, or could it be due to observation bias (sampling bias)?

•    Ecological interpretation:

· It is recommended that the February–May observations be correlated with environmental parameters (temperature, currents, etc.).

· Conservation dimension

· •    The study is important from a conservation perspective, but the recommendations are superficial:

· o
Concrete management recommendations should be added (e.g.:

·     Bycatch reduction techniques

·     Training programs

·     Legal regulations)

· •    Emphasis on regional cooperation could be increased (e.g., data sharing among Eastern Mediterranean countries).
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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)


	


Reviewer details:

Ayse Nur AYDIN,Central Fisheries Research Institute, Turkiye
