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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 topic addressed — On Two Sponge Records along the East Coast of India— is relevant and adds to the understanding of poriferan biodiversity in the region. 
This manuscript is of significant importance to the scientific community, as it documents the first records of Stelletta clavosa in the Gulf of Kachchh and Dragmacidon coccineum in the Indian subcontinent, thereby expanding the known geographic distribution of these marine sponges. 
The study provides valuable baseline data on sponge biodiversity in ecologically critical areas such as the Gulf of Kachchh and the Lakshadweep Archipelago, regions facing increasing anthropogenic and environmental pressures.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The article title sounds unclear or incomplete because "two sponge records" doesn’t clarify whether these records are new. Based on the text, they are indeed new. Some better title options could be:

"On Two New Sponge Records from the East Coast of India"

"Two New Sponge Records from the East Coast of India"

"Notes on Two Sponge Records along the East Coast of India"

"New Records of Two Sponge Species along the East Coast of 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 generally clear and provides essential information about the two sponge species reported and their new distributional records. However, it could be improved to make it more comprehensive and informative. I suggest the following:

Briefly mention the methodology used for specimen collection and identification (e.g., collection sites, techniques, use of spicule analysis).

Include the presence of the regional taxonomic checklist, as this is a relevant component of the manuscript and adds context to the records presented.

Highlight especially the first records from the eastern regions of India.

Clarify the broader relevance of the study for sponge biodiversity knowledge or conservation.

These additions would make the abstract more informative and better aligned with the content of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents valid taxonomic records of Stelletta clavosa and Dragmacidon coccineum, and the species identifications appear to be scientifically accurate. Key elements are missing, including detailed species descriptions, morphometric summaries, comparative analysis with existing literature, and a strong biogeographic discussion.

 The methodology lacks clarity, the introduction is overly long and lacks a clear objective, and the quality of the figures is insufficient for taxonomic validation. Therefore, while the core data are potentially correct, the manuscript requires substantial revisions to meet scientific publication standards
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites key taxonomic and ecological literature, including foundational works like Hooper & Van Soest (2002) and recent updates such as de Voogd et al. (2025) from the World Porifera Database (WPD), ensuring alignment with current sponge classification. However, some inconsistencies were identified:

Rob et al., 2012 — Is “Rob”  the same “Van Soest? Please correct in the text and fix the bibliography...
Outdated References:

The text cites de Voogd et al. (2021a), which corresponds to the same source now updated as de Voogd et al. (2025) in the World Porifera Database. It is recommended to update this citation to reflect the most recent version, ensuring taxonomic accuracy.

Citation Gaps:

Some in-text citations (e.g., Sustainable Development and Biodiversity, 2023) lack corresponding entries in the bibliography.

Conversely, references such as Müller (1995) appear in the bibliography but are not cited in the text, suggesting either omissions or unnecessary entries.

Addressing these issues would strengthen the manuscript’s reliability and adherence to scholarly standards.
References are cited in the body of the text but are missing from the final reference list. These include:

Sustainable Development and Biodiversity, 2023 — cited but not listed in the bibliography.

Gardiner (1903) — mentioned in the Introduction but not included in the references.

Burton (1959) — cited in the Discussion but absent from the final reference list.

Listed references that are never cited in the text

There are some entries in the bibliography that do not appear to have been cited in the body of the manuscript. Examples include:

Sundararajan, R. (2001). Coral reefs of India – A review.

Das et al. (2009). Sponge biodiversity and its ecological role.

Wafar et al. (2011). State of coral reef ecosystems in India.

These three references appear in the final list but are not mentioned in the text.
	

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


	The manuscript's English is understandable in content, but it presents several issues with grammar, cohesion, sentence structure, verb tense usage, and technical vocabulary. These issues make the text fluid and sometimes confusing, which undermines its scientific clarity and academic impact.
Several sentences are overly complex and difficult to follow.

There is inconsistent use of tenses (past vs. present) throughout the text.

Articles (“the”, “a”, “an”) are often missing or misused.

Suggested action:

Carefully revise each sentence for clarity and simplicity.

Maintain consistent verb tenses: use past tense for methods and observations, and present tense for general facts.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents new distributional records for two sponge species — Stelletta clavosa and Dragmacidon coccineum — along the east coast of India, specifically in the Gulf of Kachchh and the Lakshadweep Archipelago. Both species are known to science and have already been recorded from Indian waters, particularly along the western and southern coasts. However, the record of Dragmacidon coccineum from Lakshadweep and Stelletta clavosa from the Gulf of Kachchh represents the first documentation from these specific eastern locations. As such, this constitutes a relevant contribution to the growing understanding of the biogeography and marine sponge biodiversity of the Indian subcontinent.

Nonetheless, while the taxonomic records themselves are valid and useful, the manuscript has several significant scientific and editorial shortcomings that must be addressed to meet the standards of a robust taxonomic publication.
Strengths:

The species identifications appear to be correct and align with known descriptions.

The expansion of species distribution into underreported 

biogeographic areas is important for biodiversity monitoring.

Major Weaknesses:

Lack of Morphometric Summary:

The manuscript lacks a table summarizing spicule measurements (minimum, mean, and maximum values). Such data are essential in taxonomic work for assessing intraspecific variation and facilitating comparisons with previous records.

Absence of Comparative Discussion:

The species descriptions are brief and do not include comparative analysis with earlier records or similar species. There is no discussion of morphological variation, limiting the taxonomic depth of the work.

Weak Taxonomic Contextualization:

A checklist of sponge species from Gujarat is included, but there is no explanation of how this list was compiled (e.g., through literature, databases, or original sampling). Moreover, there is no discussion of how the new records relate to the broader regional fauna.

Lack of Authorities in Taxonomic Ranks:

Throughout the systematic section, names of taxonomic ranks (orders, families, genera) are presented without their respective taxonomic authorities (e.g., "Family Ancorinidae" should be "Family Ancorinidae Schmidt, 1870"). Including these is standard practice in taxonomic publications and important for nomenclatural clarity and rigor.

Limited Discussion of Results:

The discussion fails to explore the ecological or biogeographic relevance of the new records in depth. There is no evaluation of conservation implications or broader patterns in sponge diversity.

Overextended and Unfocused Introduction:

The introduction is overly long and includes extensive background on sponge ecology and environmental threats that, while informative, are not directly linked to the specific scope or findings of the manuscript.

No purpose at the end of Introduction: 

Suggested final paragraph for the Introduction:

Therefore, the present study aims to report new distributional records of two marine sponge speciesfrom the eastern coastal regions of India, specifically the Gulf of Kachchh and the Lakshadweep Archipelago. These findings contribute to the growing understanding of sponge biogeography in the Indian subcontinent and provide new baseline data for future ecological and taxonomic assessments in the region.

Low Quality of Figures and Plates:

Photographs of specimens (in situ and preserved) are blurred, and spicule micrographs lack clarity, scale bars, and labels. Figure quality must be significantly improved to support taxonomic claims.

Superficial Species Descriptions:

Descriptions lack diagnostic depth. Key characters are listed but not contextualized or contrasted with other species, limiting their utility.

This manuscript reports valid and regionally novel sponge records, which are important for biodiversity documentation and biogeographic mapping. However, the current form of the manuscript is not suitable for publication.

To be considered for acceptance, the authors must undertake serious revisions in the following areas:

1. Expand and enrich species descriptions;

2. Include morphometric tables and improved spicule images;

3. Deepen biogeographic and ecological discussion;

4. Clarify and standardize the methodology;

5. Revise and shorten the introduction, adding a clear objective;

6. Resolve all reference inconsistencies;

7. Add taxonomic authorities to all higher-level taxa.

Recommendation: Major Revision (Resubmit after significant corrections)
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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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