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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 (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 stock assessment, market trends, and export potential of cephalopod species (Loligo duvaucelii and Sepia pharaonis) in Visakhapatnam, India. The study addresses critical gaps in regional fisheries data, offering empirical evidence on seasonal stock variations and price dynamics. Its findings are relevant for sustainable fisheries management, policy formulation, and economic planning in the marine sector, particularly for developing nations reliant on cephalopod exports.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate but could be slightly refined for precision:
SuggestedAlternative:
"Stock Assessment, Market Trends, and Export Potential of Cephalopod Fisheries (Loligo duvaucelii* and Sepia pharaonis) in Visakhapatnam, 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 could benefit from:

1. Key Results: Explicitly state the highest/lowest stock months (e.g., Loligo peaked in December; Sepia in February).

2. Implications: Briefly note the study’s relevance to sustainability (e.g., "Findings highlight the need for seasonal fishing regulations to prevent overexploitation").


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust, with clear methodology (CUSUM technique, length-based stock assessment) and alignment with prior studies (e.g., Anusha & Fleming, 2014; Sasikumar, 2013). However:

· Environmental Correlations: The link between stock variability and oceanic temperature is mentioned but not quantified. Suggest adding preliminary correlation analysis or citing specific studies on temperature effects.

· Sampling Bias: Clarify if data accounts for artisanal/unrecorded catches to ensure representativeness.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· FAO (2023) reports on global cephalopod trade trends.

· Hastie et al. (2009) on cephalopod life-history traits affecting stock resilience.


	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication but requires minor editing for fluency (e.g., "weekly wise" → "weekly"; "owner selling price" → "seller price").
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Empirical data, clear objectives, relevance to fisheries management.

· Environmental analysis depth, language polish.



	


	PART  2: 



	
	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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