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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 manuscript in interesting for the scientific community. It brings relevant information of the ichthyofauna from two sampling sites of the Sikka coast, Gulf of Kachchh, Gujarat, India, a region apparently impacted by human activities as the study focused on jetty areas of two factories (Digvijay Cement Company and Gujarat State Fertilizer and Chemicals Limited). Although the sampling size is limited to only six species, this might reflect the poor conditions found in both sites. The only limitation of the study is that it draws conclusions without providing data to some of its conclusions (i.e., it says that the species distribution may reflect environmental needs of the species but doesn’t provide either the abiotic factor or the species environmental requirements, or it mentions only briefly the distribution of the species in terms of location and temporal),
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Not ideally. Suggested changes included in the original manuscript as tracked changes.
	

	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.


	Several changes suggested in the original manuxcript as tracked changes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the only problems are in the lack of further exploration of the ecology data and some of the conclusions that are not backed by facts. See comments along the original manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	As far as I know, they are sufficient and recent. Exceptions are explained in the original manuscript as comment boxes.
	

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


	Yes, a few corrections were made as tracked changes in the original manuscript (i.e., spelling errors of scientific names).
	

	Optional/General comments


	No plagiarism was suspected. The whole text seems original.
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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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