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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 manuscript provides updated baseline information on the diversity and seasonal occurrence of sharks and rays along the Parangipettai coastal region of Tamil Nadu, an area with long-standing fishing pressure and limited recent elasmobranch assessments. Given the global decline of elasmobranch populations and India’s prominent role in shark and ray fisheries, localized studies such as this are valuable for understanding regional species composition and trends. The documentation of newly recorded species compared to previous studies enhances knowledge on species distribution shifts and contributes to national biodiversity databases. Overall, the study supports conservation planning, fisheries management, and future ecological assessments of vulnerable chondrichthyan resources.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript clearly.
	

	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 covers the background, study area, study period, and key findings effectively. However, it is relatively descriptive and could be improved by clearly stating the objective, methodological approach, and key outcomes in a more concise manner.
It is suggested to:

· Briefly mention the purpose of the study in one clear sentence.

· Reduce excessive historical and legislative details, which could be shifted to the introduction.

No major deletions are required, but minor restructuring would improve clarity and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound in terms of species identification, study design, and comparison with previous literature. The methodology is appropriate for a diversity-based landing center survey, and taxonomic references are credible. However, minor scientific refinements are recommended, such as:

· Ensuring consistency in taxonomic hierarchy presentation.

· Clarifying analytical methods, as the study relies mainly on descriptive statistics without inferential analysis.

· Correcting minor factual and typographical inconsistencies related to conservation status and species nomenclature.

Overall, the scientific foundation of the study is acceptable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and include both classical taxonomic works and recent conservation-focused literature. The inclusion of recent IUCN- and conservation-related studies (up to 2023–2024) strengthens the manuscript.
However, the authors may consider adding:

· More region-specific recent studies (last 5 years) on elasmobranch landings or fisheries management in India.

· Official IUCN Red List citations for conservation status claims, where applicable.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, but the English language quality requires moderate revision. Professional language editing or careful proofreading is recommended to improve clarity, flow, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	figures and tables are relevant, but captions can be made more descriptive.

The Results section could be strengthened by clearer quantitative summaries.

The Conclusion section should be rewritten to present clearer, evidence-based take-home messages and management implications.
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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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