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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This manuscript provides valuable insights into the socio-economic and ecological challenges faced by traditional ipon fishermen in Ilocos Sur. By documenting the adaptation strategies employed by these communities, it contributes to the understanding of sustainable fisheries management. The study highlights the importance of community-level resilience in the face of environmental and regulatory changes, offering a foundation for policymakers to design more effective support systems. Additionally, it adds to the body of knowledge on small-scale fisheries, which is crucial for balancing conservation efforts with the livelihoods of coastal communities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It effectively conveys the main focus of the study, which is the traditional fishing practices of goby fry (ipon) in Ilocos Sur. 
	

	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 provides a comprehensive overview of the study, summarizing its focus on traditional panag-ipon fishing practices, economic contributions, and adaptive measures in the face of challenges. It effectively outlines the methodology, key findings, and recommendations. However, there are a few areas where it could be improved for clarity and completeness.
Suggestions for Improvement:
· Clarify the Research Context
· Refine the Objectives

· Expand on Methodology
· Strengthen the Key Findings
· Balance the Recommendations
Additional Minor Suggestions:
· Ensure consistent terminology (e.g., "Ilocano" instead of "ilocano" for proper nouns).

· Improve sentence flow by reducing redundancy (e.g., “fishing methods such as panagdaklis and panagsapyaw” can replace “fishing methods such as scooping and encircling using nets”).

· Avoid overuse of policy-related recommendations in the abstract since this section should remain concise.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the paper include some classic and foundational works, such as Herre (1953), Nelson (1994), and Bell (1999), which are valuable for historical and taxonomic insights into goby fry fisheries. However, many of the references are outdated, with very few recent sources. Considering the study's focus on traditional fishing practices, socio-economic impacts, and environmental challenges, the inclusion of more recent literature (within the last 10 years) would strengthen the paper.
	

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


	The language of the article is generally clear and conveys the key concepts effectively. However, there are areas where improvements can enhance its suitability for scholarly communication. Here are some observations:

Recommendation:
· A thorough proofreading for grammar, clarity, and scholarly tone is recommended.

· Consider employing a professional academic editor or using language enhancement tools like Grammarly for further refinement.

· If you'd like, I can suggest specific edits to improve particular sections. Let me know how you'd like to proceed!


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, I suggest a minor revision.
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