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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.


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents new information on the distribution of Alpheus bisincius from the southeast coast of India with detailed morphological and morphometric data to support it. This is a valuable contribution to the understanding of the species distribution and taxonomy in the region. The author has explained the morphological description and the comparative analysis, which are the main strengths in the article.

Major Comments 

1. Clarity and Organization

The results and discussion sections in the manuscript would benefit from clearer separations, despite the Description section under Results being extensive and well-detailed. The Discussion also presented a side-by-side comparison of the measurements with other studies. However, a more effective structure would be 

· Results: The new data should be presented without extensive comparison to previous studies so that the findings can be clear and concise.

· Discussion: The results should be interpreted; this is the place to compare the findings to those of other studies like Banner & Banner, Yang et al., and Ramachandran et al. The implications of the new distributional record and the morphological variations observed should be discussed,why the differences exist and what it means for the species.

· The scientific position and type section should be moved. They are standard taxonomic information but have been presented in the Results section, which is unconventional and might be better to intergrate this information into the Introduction or as part of the taxonomic account.

2. Introduction:The introduction could be more concise and direct to the study’s focus.The first paragraph should provide a broad overview of Alpheus biolgy with a stronger link to the research question.The author should consider starting the title with a more direct statement about the gap in the study i.e The new distributional record of A.bisincisus…

3. Grammar and language:The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors and awkward phrases, and typos. For example

· “This study explains a detailed morphological character…” should be ‘’ This study provides a detailed morphological characterization…’’

· “The hands are smooth and soft texture” should be “The hands are smooth and have a soft texture.”

Minor Comments

· Materials & Methods: The author should specify the number of specimens collected in the text.This detail is missing in the materials and methods section despite it being stated in the abstract.

· References: The author should ensure the reference list is formatted consistently according to a specific journal’s style. For example, some journal titles are abbreviated while some are not.

Recommendation 

The manuscript presents solid scientific work, with a detailed morphological description, and the new distributional record is valuable. I recommend that the manuscript be accepted for publication after major revisions have been made to address the points raised above.
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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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