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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.
	The present research used data from the past research and investigated the relationship between organic pollution, microbial indicators, and surface water quality in the Can Gio estuary, Vietnam. The same data has been already used by other two publications i.e. Trung et al, (2025, 2026). Hence the research contribution looks insufficient.
	




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
	[4] The title of “Relationship between organic pollution, microbial indicators, and surface water quality in the Can Gio estuary, Vietnam” looks okay
	

	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] The abstract is okay.
	

	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] Keywords are good.
	

	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
	[3] It looks satisfactory. The background information skips several high impact factor Scopus indexed journal publications.
	

	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
	[3] Research objectives look repeating with past publications.
	

	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] It needs to include several published works.
	

	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
	[3] The research methodology is referred to the past publication which is not accessible because of the insufficient reference details.
	

	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
	[3] The paper is based on the past data creates ethical issue or conflict of interest. Further, the data accuracy cannot be verified.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	[3] The analysis looks okay but more statistical support may be provided to claim the result.
	

	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] Figure 1. Sample collection sites (Thai, 2023; Trung et al, 2025, 2026) should refer to single source of (Thai, 2023) as Trung et al, (2025, 2026) also used the same source. Other figures are satisfactory.

	

	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] Looks insufficient needs more literature support.
	

	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] Looks insufficient needs more inferences with additional statistical analysis to support.
	

	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] Authors should provide data accuracy and access limitations statements as the analysis is based on past data.
	

	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] More references could be provided.
	

	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] The language is okay but the manuscript needs through editing to remove typos for instance. The results for each parameter were based on three separate measurements..(Typo full stop repeated)
"total Coliform" should be "total coliform"

	





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, the title of “Relationship between organic pollution, microbial indicators, and surface water quality in the Can Gio estuary, Vietnam” looks suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, In the absence of data, the analysis cannot be verified.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, more recent reference may be provided.
	

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

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

	YES, Since the paper uses the past published data there lies some ethical issues or conflict of interest.
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
· Please refer to “In the present study, the published numerical data were reorganized and interpreted using descriptive statistics “. And “The original sampling and analytical methods were described in detail in the source studies (Thai, 2023; Trung et al., 2025, 2026). “Authors should clearly mention the source of the data to assess their work, analysis and finding to assess the claim of the present studies.
· Cited reference of “Thai, N. T. (2023). Research and assessment of the current situation, propose solutions for management of aquatic resources and build a model of co-management of coastal fisheries in Can Gio District - Ho Chi Minh City, Department of Science and Technology of Ho Chi Minh City” is inaccessible. How the data have been captured may be clarified.
· The study of Trung et al, (2025) has already analyzed pH Parameters, DO parameters, TSS and turbidity values, Parameters of ammonia, nitrite, phosphate. How the present analysis helps in assessing water quality more than the published research may be highlighted.
· Authors should discuss more based on their finding and mitigating actions  (Dissolved its publication Oxygen (DO), Five-day Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD₅), Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD), Ammonium (NH₄⁺), (Nitrite)NO₂⁻, Phosphate  (PO₄³⁻), total Coliform, and Escherichia coli) with reference to surface water quality in the Can Gio estuary.
· Authors should highlight the significant research contribution considering the past studies on Can Gio estuary, Vietnam for instance “Spatial-Seasonal Assessment of Surface Water Quality in Can Gio, Vietnam Using the Water Quality Index”,” Short-term changes in the quality of suspended particulate matter in a human impacted and mangrove dominated tropical estuary (Can Gio, Vietnam)’ etc.
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