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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 work offers a practical, data-rich analysis of important physio-chemical parameters that differentiate potential (PFZ) and non-potential (N-PFZ) fishing zones.  To comprehend the environmental factors influencing fishing productivity in a tropical marine ecosystem, it provides vital baseline data on water quality.  The results are essential for fisheries management because they support sustainable resource utilization by validating and improving the scientific criteria used to define PFZs.  Additionally, the thorough seasonal record is a valuable resource for upcoming research tracking ecological shifts and the effects of human activity in the area.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title effectively conveys the substance and goal of the manuscript and is quite relevant.

	

	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.


	Although the abstract is good, it is not entirely thorough. It effectively condenses the "where" (the locations and types of zones) and the "what" (the parameters examined and their ranges). It is mainly descriptive, though, and fails to briefly summarize the main results and conclusions as well as the "why" (the larger relevance). I suggest adding a few key points to make the abstract more impactful and complete. A strong abstract should briefly cover the objective, methods, key results, and the main conclusion 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has a strong scientific foundation
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Although there are enough references, they are not recent enough.  The collection lacks integration of critical contemporary literature and is a collection of out-of-date sources and important classic writings.  To reflect the current field condition, the reference list must be updated. 

	

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


	The manuscript is understandable in its intent, but numerous errors create a lack of polish and professionalism, which can distract readers. The weaknesses include grammar, spelling, punctuation, and readability.  The manuscript requires thorough proofreading and editing. 

	

	Optional/General comments


	Re-check and validate all data, especially Hardness and Chloride. They seem to be too high.
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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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