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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 provides a first, comprehensive and taxonomically validated checklist of shrimp diversity from the Machilipatnam coast. Since no prior published checklist exists for this region, the work fills a significant biodiversity knowledge gap. The dataset will support researchers, fisheries managers, and conservation planners in assessing species distribution, fishery potential, and ecological baselines. Such baseline information is essential for long-term monitoring, sustainable fisheries, and regional management strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is suitable, concise, and clearly reflects the scope of the study.
	

	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 clear and concise. It provides objectives, methods, key results, and significance.

Suggested improvements:
· Add one line on the importance of the checklist for fisheries management.

· Include a sentence indicating dominant species or key findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The sampling design (three stations, year-round sampling), taxonomic identification using FAO keys, and validated checklists are appropriate. The results are consistent and well-interpreted. Figures and tables support the findings.
However:

· Some family counts in the results need clarity (e.g., Penaeidae recorded as 20 species, table shows 21).

· Minor formatting inconsistencies in the table (hyphens, missing values) should be corrected.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient, relevant, and include both classical taxonomy and recent reports.
Suggested additions (optional):
· Recent Indian shrimp biodiversity studies from 2021–2024 for comparison.
	

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


	The language is understandable and suitable for scholarly communication.
Minor grammar and formatting corrections are needed, but nothing that affects scientific clarity.


	

	Optional/General comments


	 Ensure uniform formatting of scientific names (italics).

Improve resolution of figures (Map, Fig. 2, Fig. 3).

Some rows in the table contain missing trophic level values; authors should fill or mark “NA”.

The manuscript would benefit from a short discussion comparing diversity with neighbouring coastal regions.
Scientifically sound, well-structured checklist study; requires only minor corrections in formatting, clarity, and consistency.
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	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)


	


Reviewer details:

Bimbisar Dayanand Waghmare, Netaji Subhashchandra Bose Arts, Commerce & Science College, India

