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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 provides important scientific insight into the population health and stock condition of Lutjanus gibbus in the Alas Strait during Transition Season I, contributing valuable baseline data for fisheries biology and sustainable marine resource management. By assessing the biological condition of this commercially important species, the study supports evidence-based decision-making for conservation strategies, stock monitoring, and regional fisheries policy development. The findings are particularly relevant for understanding seasonal ecological dynamics in tropical marine ecosystems and can help strengthen sustainable exploitation practices. Overall, this research adds to the broader scientific knowledge of fish population health, supporting both biodiversity conservation and long-term food security.
	




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
	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	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
	

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

	
Yes the abstract is largely comprehensive and well-structured. 

However Some sections, particularly the description of sampling and analytical tools, may be condensed to maintain stronger focus on the principal outcomes and implications. Additionally, minor language refinement could improve flow and academic style. 

As for the keywords, fishstock can be replaced with stock assessment or fishery stock status, and terms like overexploitation or sustainable fisheries management 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and applies accepted fisheries science principles, particularly through the use of length - frequency analysis, maturity thresholds, and the Length - Based Spawning Potential Ratio (LBSPR) framework to evaluate stock health. The interpretation that dominance of immature individuals, low SPR values, and Lc < Lm indicate overexploitation is biologically and fisheries - scientifically appropriate. The study also correctly emphasizes sustainability concerns, recruitment risks and the need for management interventions based on observed stock pressure.

However, the following require caution and / or correction:
- Images are not clear especially the labels ( Map of study area, graphs of length frequency distributions, length at maturity). The figures on the axes and graphs are not visible. 
- Some sections contain repetitive information regarding economic importance and exploitation, which could be streamlined to avoid redundancy. The progression from regional ecology to species biology, economic trends, prior studies, and seasonal factors would benefit from clearer transitions and tighter paragraph structure.
- The objective could be improved as such “This study aims to evaluate the stock status of Lutjanus gibbus based on length distribution and SPR values”
- Integrating more recent international and regional studies references on stock assessment methods, sustainable fisheries management, and Length-Based Spawning Potential Ratio (LBSPR) applications. Some references are relatively older, particularly those related to economic trends and species demand. Newer peer - reviewed sources would enhance it. Additionally, try incorporating broader comparative research to strengthen global relevance of the work.
- More explanation on sampling representativeness, potential limitations, and justification for sample size would enhance reliability. 
- Heavy reliance on secondary biological parameters may reduce stock - specific precision if local population dynamics differ.
- The short seasonal timeframe limits broader annual generalization.
- Sampling from fish market landings rather than direct fishery - independent surveys may introduce bias.
- Condensing repetitive explanations in results and improving language would improve work
- In discussion, instead of using citations primarily to support general statements,  use them to critically compare similarities or differences between this study’s results and those of previous research. More direct comparisons with regional or international studies on snapper stock assessments, SPR values, or exploitation patterns would improve analytical depth. Additionally, broader discussion of why findings may differ from other regions due to ecological or fishery-specific factors would enhance scientific contribution.
- Minor numerical inconsistencies and citation relevance issues should be corrected to maintain scientific rigor.

	

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

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

	Yes
	

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

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

	No
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