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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.


	The manuscript has strong foundational data and makes an important regional contribution to marine sponge taxonomy. However, substantial revisions are required in the following areas, taxonomy checklist standardization, clarity of objectives, quantitative and ecological analysis, and presentation of figures and methods. Once revised, the manuscript could serve as a valuable resource for biodiversity and conservation efforts in Indian marine ecosystems.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	Abstract not clear 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. For taxonomy checklist standardization, clarity of objectives, quantitative and ecological analysis using this citation- “Ganguly P, Saha P, Chatterjee S, Pati PP. Natural Marine Species Bioactive Compounds and their Ethnopharmacological Approach from Ecological Biodiversity: Sustainable Therapeutic Properties.”
2. Although classical morphological identification is appropriate, the manuscript does not incorporate any molecular or genetic confirmation, which limits its ability to resolve cryptic species or confirm morphotypes.
3. Although threats like sedimentation, coral bleaching, and pollution are mentioned, the manuscript does not propose any conservation strategies or policy implications.
4. Although classical morphological identification is appropriate, the manuscript does not incorporate any molecular or genetic confirmation, which limits its ability to resolve cryptic species or confirm morphotypes.
5. Remove species name duplications from the checklist.
6. Add brief ecological insights and conservation relevance to the discussion
7. standardize spicule measurement units (preferably to µm).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Use current last 5 years text citation.
	

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


	Maximum Grammer mistakes in the manuscript. 
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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