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	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 research manuscript is extremely important for the scientific community as a whole, as it seeks to address the global issue of antimicrobial resistance with the discovery of new, eco-friendly alternatives from soil microbes. This research offers important information regarding the molecular characterization and antibacterial activity of Streptomyces, a genus known for its prolific production of secondary metabolites with biological activity. This research also seeks to address the issue of sustainable disease management in aquatic environments with the inhibition of key aquatic pathogens, Aeromonas hydrophilia & Vibrio spp. This research also offers a new direction for the discovery and development of natural antimicrobials for use in the environment and medicine.
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	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
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	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
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If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
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