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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.
	There was many lack information in the manuscript
Grammarly error in title, abstract, and citation
Methodology was improving with adding some information the number of fish, replication, statistic analysis, result or table.
Need improve in discussion and conclusion 
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	



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.
	There was Grammarly error
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Need improve with introduction, methodology, result
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Major revision:
· Sample size & replication — Number of fish sampled never stated; no replicate data
· No statistical analysis — Zone of inhibition data lacks mean ± SD and inferential tests
· Phylogenetic method contradiction — NJ and Maximum Likelihood are listed simultaneously
· Missing water quality parameters — pH, DO, temperature, etc. absent
· Virulence factors discussed but not tested — Must either test or remove from manuscript
· Imipenem resistance underreported — Last-resort antibiotic resistance deserves full discussion
· Missing supplementary data — ST 1–3 referenced but not submitted
· No fish health/disease status reported — Critical for pathogen interpretation
· Title grammar error ("antibiotics resistance" → "antibiotic resistance")
· Multiple species name spelling errors (Providencia stuartii, A. sobria, P. fluorescens)
· Typo: "Chandra et a" → "et al."
· Duplicate header rows in Table 1
· MDR definition absent; Magiorakos et al. (2012) must be cited
· Taxonomic context for Mammaliicoccus sciuri reclassification missing
· Table 2 title error (says "gills and cecum" but includes skin data)
· Reference formatting inconsistent, DOIs missing

Minor revision :
· Title grammar error ("antibiotics resistance" → "antibiotic resistance")
· Multiple species name spelling errors (Providencia stuartii, A. sobria, P. fluorescens)
· Typo: "Chandra et a" → "et al."
· Duplicate header rows in Table 1
· MDR definition absent; Magiorakos et al. (2012) must be cited
· Taxonomic context for Mammaliicoccus sciuri reclassification missing
· Table 2 title error (says "gills and cecum" but includes skin data)
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Reference formatting inconsistent, DOIs missing
	

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

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

	no
	





PART 3
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This research gave valuable information but needed improvement in some parts.
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