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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.


	This study provides fundamental insights into the levels of interstitial meiofauna diversity and physicochemical conditions in different environments, namely estuaries and coastal areas. This study is considered significant because it reveals differences in meiofauna abundance and diversity influenced by environmental factors.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article matches the contents of the manuscript.
	

	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 explains the study location, objective study, time period, methods, and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript is scientifically appropriate
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography needs to be improved by adding reference sources for the last 10 years.
	

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


	No significant language issues were identified; the text is articulate and precise.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The research objectives have not been stated in the introduction.
· The structure of the manuscript needs improvement.

· The presentation of figures and tables is less structured, difficult to read, and less systematic.
· Adding more recent sources would improve the quality of this manuscript.
· Authors should carefully consider and adhere to the authorship guidelines. The systematic presentation of manuscripts needs to be improved.
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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 detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	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)
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