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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 study highlights the ecological importance of interstitial meiofauna in maintaining coastal ecosystem balance. It also emphasizes their value as bioindicators of marine environmental quality.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate; however, I suggest the author change it to:

Comparative Analysis of Interstitial Meiofaunal Diversity and Physico-Chemical Parameters in Estuarine and Sandy Beach Habitats along the Parangipettai Coast, India
	

	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 reports the identification of 12 species belonging to 25 genera, which is scientifically inconsistent; the number of genera cannot exceed the number of species, as each genus must contain at least one species.

· The abstract does not clearly state the research objective or explicitly define the research problem.

· The number of replicates used at each station is not mentioned, which is essential for ensuring the statistical reliability of the reported results.

· The abstract ends with a general statement about environmental influence without providing a strong take-home message.

· Meiofaunal abundance is expressed in units of (ind/10 m³), whereas sediment-associated meiofauna studies conventionally use area-based units (e.g., ind/m² or ind/10 cm²). Recalculation and correction of the density units are therefore recommended to align with internationally accepted methodological standards.

· It is recommended to reduce redundancy between the title and keywords by selecting complementary terms rather than repeating them verbatim, and to limit the keywords to a maximum of five.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction:

· The introduction defines the term Meiofauna more than three times using very similar wording, resulting in redundancy that could have been consolidated into a single concise paragraph.

· The rationale for selecting the Parangipettai coast is not sufficiently justified, nor is the added scientific value of comparing the two stations (Station 1 & 2) clearly articulated in relation to previous regional studies.

· The use of the unit (mm) to describe very small sieve sizes (500 mm) is a clear scientific error; the correct unit should be micrometers (μm).

· The introduction lacks a clearly stated and well-defined research gap that the study aims to address.

· There is limited citation of recent literature, with heavy reliance on relatively old references, reducing the contemporary relevance of the theoretical framework.

Materials and Methods:

· There is clear inconsistency in the sieve mesh size used for meiofauna separation; the manuscript mentions 45 µm in one instance and 0.040 mm (40 µm) in another. This discrepancy may affect the comparability and accuracy of the extracted community data.
· The statistical software used for data analysis and for calculating diversity indices (e.g., Shannon, Evenness) is not specified, which is essential for ensuring transparency and reproducibility of the study.

· The use of a volumetric unit (ind/10 m³) represents a major methodological flaw, as meiofauna are sediment-associated organisms whose abundance is conventionally expressed using area-based units (e.g., ind/10 cm²) based on the corer surface area, not water column volume.
Results and Discussion:

· Abundance was expressed using a volumetric water-based unit (ind/10 m³) instead of an area-based sediment unit (cm²), representing a major methodological flaw that makes the results scientifically non-comparable with similar studies.

· The manuscript reports 12 species belonging to 25 genera, which is taxonomically impossible, as the number of species must be equal to or greater than the number of genera.

· Only overall means for the six-month period were presented without performing ANOVA or any statistical test to determine the significance of differences between stations or among months.

· A substantial portion of the Discussion reiterates numerical values and percentages already presented in the Results section, rather than providing deeper ecological interpretation explaining why these differences occurred.
Conclusion
The conclusion is general and descriptive, lacking a broader scientific implications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Repeated citation of the same reference across consecutive sentences is noticeable, which weakens the diversity of supporting literature and makes the text unnecessarily heavy.

· It is recommended to incorporate more recent references (2023–2025), particularly regarding the impact of climate change on meiofauna in estuarine systems, to strengthen the Discussion section and enhance the scientific relevance of the study.

· There are formatting inconsistencies in the reference list. Although the Author–Date style is used, it is not applied uniformly; some references include complete volume and page numbers, while others lack essential bibliographic details.

· The manuscript shows a significant lack of updated references. Most citations date back to the 1960s–1990s (e.g., Swedmark, 1964; Coull, 1977, 1979), whereas references published after 2020 are very limited, which reduces the contemporary relevance of the theoretical framework.
	

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


	The language needs improvement.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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 detail)

no
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	no
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	no
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	6.5
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