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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 presents an ecological study on isopods, which is always enriching for the scientific community studying terrestrial crustacean. 
The study also offers an interesting perspective on the habitat preference of this isopod species, which can contribute to future research… A very interesting link between these preferences and physicochemical analysis. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I found the title quite descriptive, I would just include the author of the species used in the study (Porcellio scaber Latreille, 1804). It’s not necessary to mention it throughout the entire manuscript – perhaps just in the title and once in the introduction. 
	

	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.


	Yes, I think it’s clear and concise. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	To be honest I found the references a bit outdated… I suggested a few authors throughout the manuscript, such as Campos-Filho, IS. and Hornung, E.; you can also read some of Cardoso, GM and Sfenthourakis, S. 
	

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


	The manuscript would benefit from a careful revision of the English, as there are some issues with grammatical agreement. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	I missed, in the introduction and/or conclusion, a discussion on how this study could contribute to something broader — such as conservation, providing a foundation for further scientific research, or whether the studied areas are conservation units or under any threat.
If you think it would be worth mentioning, it could add a nice touch to the manuscript. 

I believe that the work needs attention in the formatting of the journal's scopes... many things are not standardized.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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