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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.
	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it provides baseline information on the occurrence and capture of the endangered Shortfin Mako Shark (Isurus oxyrinchus) in the poorly studied southeastern Mediterranean waters off the Gaza Strip. The study contributes valuable local evidence on bycatch, size structure, seasonal occurrence, market utilization, and human interaction with this threatened pelagic shark species. Such information is useful for marine biodiversity documentation, fisheries management, and conservation planning in data-deficient regions. The manuscript also highlights the need to balance species protection with the socio-economic realities of coastal fishing communities in Palestine.
	



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
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5

The topic is relevant and timely.
The manuscript addresses an endangered pelagic shark species in a poorly studied part of the southeastern Mediterranean, which gives the paper clear regional and conservation value. 
The methodology needs more operational detail.
The paper mentions field visits, market surveys, stakeholder interviews, media records, and consultations, but it should specify the study period, number of visits, locations sampled, number of fishermen interviewed, and how information was validated. 
The study design is descriptive and opportunistic, which is acceptable, but this should be positioned clearly.
Since the manuscript does not use systematic observer data or standardized sampling, the authors should avoid overgeneralizing and frame the findings as baseline evidence rather than population-level estimates. 
The claim that “dozens are captured annually” needs stronger support.
This is an important finding, but it currently appears based on stakeholder estimates. The manuscript should explain who provided this estimate, how many informants agreed, and whether any landing or market records support it. 

	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The results and discussion sometimes overlap.
Some interpretive statements appear in the Results section, such as explanations about scarcity, seasonal movement, and socio-economic drivers. These should be moved to the Discussion to improve structure and manuscript flow. 

	

	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


	4
Figures need improvement for publication quality.
Figure 1 uses a Wikipedia image/link, which may not be ideal for a journal article. The authors should use original photographs, properly licensed images, or remove Figure 1 if Figure 2 already documents local specimens. Figure 2 is valuable but needs clearer labels, source details, photo dates if available, and ethical/privacy handling for human faces. 

	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	



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, it clearly indicates the species and study area.

The title is informative but slightly long
Consider making it more concise while retaining the species, location, and conservation angle. For example: “Occurrence and Fisheries Bycatch of the Endangered Shortfin Mako Shark (Isurus oxyrinchus) off the Gaza Strip, Palestine.” 

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Mostly, but minor rewording could improve clarity.

The abstract is strong but could be more data-focused.
It summarizes the study well, but it should include more concrete findings where available, such as number of observed specimens, survey period, number of interviews, or frequency of market visits. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, all taxonomic descriptions and comparisons are accurate.
	

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

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

		



	References are comprehensive, but need to add 
few recent papers could be added.

References require careful cleaning and consistency.
Several references show formatting issues, possible spelling problems, inconsistent numbering, misplaced punctuation, and some links include “utm_source=chatgpt.com,” which should be removed. The reference list should be standardized according to the target journal style. 




	

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

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

	No, ethical handling of specimens is mentioned.
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