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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.


	The study on finfish diversity along the Chorwad coast, Gujarat, provides essential baseline data for future conservation and fisheries management. Understanding species composition, seasonal variations, and IUCN status enhances our knowledge of biodiversity in this region. This research contributes to sustainable fisheries and ecological monitoring. However, the manuscript requires significant improvements in data presentation, methodology refinement, and graphical analysis before publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggestion: The title is relevant; however, it could be more specific to highlight the focus on diversity and seasonal variation. A possible alternative:

"Spatiotemporal Assessment of Finfish Diversity Along the Chorwad Coast, Gujarat, India"
	

	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 is well-structured but lacks methodological clarity.

It should explicitly mention how data was collected and analyzed (e.g., software used for statistical analysis).

Instead of listing species percentages, briefly summarize major findings in terms of ecological significance.

The phrase "crucial baseline for future research" is vague; specify potential applications (e.g., climate impact assessments, fisheries regulations).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Major Issues:

The GIS map is inadequate; the study area should be represented with a proper GIS map instead of a simple dot on a general map.

Figures are unclear and congested, particularly Figure 2—separate graphs should be created for different categories (Order-wise, Family-wise, etc.).

Graphical analysis should be performed using SPSS or GraphPad Prism 5 instead of Excel to ensure statistical accuracy and proper visualization.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes relevant references but lacks how different fish can have different biochemical character.

Authors should cite relevant works:

Yadav, S., & Kumar, N. (2023). Evaluation Of Physiochemical Traits And Biochemical Profiling In Key Carp Species Within The JLN Canal. Journal for ReAttach Therapy and Developmental Diversities, 6(9s), 1800-1810.

Yadav, S., & Kumar, N. (2023). Assessing Seasonal Changes in Physicochemical Traits and Biochemical Profiles of Key Carp Species in Masani Barrage Lake and JLN Canal. International Journal, 10(4), 2463-2482.
	

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


	The manuscript requires thorough proofreading due to multiple grammatical errors and formatting inconsistencies.

Many abbreviations are used without being properly defined when first mentioned.

Scientific names should follow proper binomial nomenclature formatting (Italicized, with the author's name in parentheses where required).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors appear to have used outdated datasets for fish diversity. It is recommended to compare findings with recent reports to verify the accuracy of data.

Some data in figures is not correctly cited or aligned with the text—this must be corrected.

The study is based on only one year of observation, which is insufficient for strong conclusions.

The authors should discuss previous multi-year studies from nearby regions to support their findings.

Suggest conducting a 3–4-year study in the future and submitting a follow-up study to account for interannual variability.
No ethical concerns are identified. 

No competing interests were found.

After incorporating suggested graphical improvements, updated references, GIS mapping, and a more structured discussion, the study may be reconsidered for publication.
The manuscript requires major revisions before acceptance. The authors should be asked to:

Generate a proper GIS-based study area map.

Correct all abbreviations, scientific names, and citation inconsistencies.

Update the dataset or at least compare findings with the most recent studies.

Separate figure components into multiple graphs for better readability.

Conduct a thorough proofreading to improve grammar and scholarly writing style.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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