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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 valuable baseline information on the finfish diversity and species composition of an important fishing harbour on the Gujarat coast. The study contributes useful data that can support fisheries management, biodiversity conservation, and future ecological assessments in the region. The inclusion of diversity indices, trophic information, and conservation status enhances the relevance of the dataset. With improvements in data interpretation and discussion, the manuscript could make a meaningful contribution to the scientific community.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The title is clear, informative, and reflects the main objectives and scope of the study. It adequately describes the study area and the focus on finfish diversity and species composition. However, the title could be slightly shortened to improve readability and impact.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The abstract provides a clear overview of the study objectives, methodology, and major findings. It effectively summarizes the finfish diversity recorded and presents the key biodiversity indices and conservation-related information. However, the scientific significance and broader implications of the findings could be emphasized more clearly. Minor improvements in clarity and conciseness would further strengthen the abstract.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The keywords are generally relevant and reflect the main focus of the study. They facilitate the identification of the manuscript by readers interested in fisheries biodiversity and coastal ecosystems. However, some keywords are relatively broad, and the inclusion of more specific ecological or fisheries-related terms could improve the discoverability and indexing of the manuscript.

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The background section provides a general introduction to fisheries biodiversity and the importance of documenting finfish resources in the study area. However, the literature review is relatively limited and does not sufficiently highlight the existing knowledge gaps that justify the study. The objectives are presented, but the scientific rationale and novelty of the work could be developed more clearly. Overall, the background is adequate but would benefit from better organization and a stronger connection to current research.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The general objectives of the study can be identified from the introduction and are broadly aligned with the scope of the work. However, the objectives are not presented in a sufficiently clear and structured manner, and no explicit research hypotheses are provided. The manuscript would benefit from clearly stated research questions or testable hypotheses that define the scientific purpose of the study. A stronger formulation of the objectives is necessary to improve the focus, scientific rigor, and overall impact of the manuscript.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The literature review is generally relevant to the study topic; however, it is not sufficiently comprehensive or up to date. Several recent studies on fish biodiversity, fisheries ecology, and coastal ecosystem assessments are not adequately incorporated. The review does not clearly identify the existing knowledge gaps that justify the present study, and the novelty of the work remains insufficiently established. A more critical and updated review of the literature is required to strengthen the scientific foundation of the manuscript.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The overall methodology is generally appropriate for documenting finfish diversity and species composition at a fishing harbour. The sampling approach, species identification procedures, and biodiversity indices are suitable for generating baseline information. However, important methodological details require clarification, particularly regarding sampling design, effort standardization, and the limitations associated with using fish landing data as a proxy for biodiversity assessment. Additional methodological justification and stronger analytical approaches would improve the reliability and scientific rigor of the study.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A (Not Applicable)
The study is based on fish landing surveys and biodiversity assessments rather than experimental work involving human participants or live animal experimentation. Therefore, specific ethical approval requirements do not appear to be directly applicable to this study. However, the authors may consider briefly stating compliance with relevant fisheries sampling and data collection regulations for completeness.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The results are generally organized and provide substantial information on species diversity, abundance, trophic composition, and conservation status. However, the presentation is largely descriptive, with limited statistical support and ecological interpretation. Several findings are reported without sufficient analysis of their significance or underlying patterns. The clarity and impact of the results would be improved by better integration of figures, statistical comparisons, and more focused presentation of the key findings.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The tables and figures are generally relevant to the objectives of the study and provide useful information on species composition, biodiversity indices, and conservation status. However, several tables are lengthy and contain large amounts of descriptive information, which affects readability. Some figures could be improved to better highlight key patterns and trends in the dataset. The presentation would benefit from simplification, improved formatting, and a clearer integration of tables and figures with the discussion of results.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The discussion includes references to previous studies; however, the integration of the present findings with the existing literature is limited. Most comparisons remain descriptive and do not critically evaluate similarities, differences, or potential ecological explanations. The manuscript would benefit from a more comprehensive discussion of how the results compare with regional and international studies, as well as a deeper interpretation of their ecological and fisheries management implications. Strengthening the connection between the findings and current scientific knowledge is necessary.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The main conclusions regarding species diversity, composition, and conservation status are generally supported by the data presented. However, some broader ecological and fisheries management interpretations appear stronger than what can be directly inferred from the available evidence. The limitations associated with fish landing data should be more explicitly acknowledged when drawing conclusions about ecosystem condition and biodiversity patterns. The conclusions would be strengthened by a more cautious interpretation of the results and clearer alignment with the presented data.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The limitations of the study are not discussed in sufficient detail. Important constraints associated with the use of fish landing data, including potential biases related to fishing effort, gear selectivity, market demand, and temporal sampling coverage, are largely overlooked. A clearer discussion of these limitations is necessary to provide an appropriate context for interpreting the results and conclusions. Addressing these issues would improve the transparency and scientific rigor of the manuscript.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The references cited are generally relevant to the topic of fish biodiversity and fisheries ecology and provide an adequate foundation for the study. However, the literature could be strengthened by incorporating more recent publications and a broader range of studies from comparable coastal ecosystems. The number of references is acceptable, but their integration into the discussion is limited. Expanding and updating the reference list would improve the scientific context and overall quality of the manuscript.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript is generally understandable; however, the quality of the language requires substantial improvement. Numerous grammatical, typographical, and sentence-structure errors are present throughout the text, which affect readability and scientific clarity. In several sections, the writing is overly descriptive and lacks precision. Careful English language editing and proofreading are strongly recommended before the manuscript can be considered for publication.

	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes.
The title is clear, informative, and appropriately reflects the scope and objectives of the study. It accurately describes the focus on finfish diversity and species composition in the selected fishing harbour and is suitable for the manuscript.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes.
The abstract provides a clear summary of the study objectives, methodology, and major findings. It adequately presents the key results and gives readers a good overview of the research. However, the broader scientific significance and implications of the findings could be emphasized more clearly to strengthen the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes.
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and presents data that are relevant to the stated objectives. The methods used are appropriate for generating baseline information on finfish diversity and species composition. However, the scientific rigor of the manuscript would be improved by strengthening the discussion, providing a clearer consideration of study limitations, and ensuring that broader ecological conclusions are more closely supported by the presented data.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No.
While the references cited are generally relevant to the topic, the literature base is not sufficiently up to date. The manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies, particularly those published within the last five years, on fish biodiversity, fisheries ecology, and coastal ecosystem assessments. Expanding the reference list and incorporating recent regional and international research would strengthen the scientific context and improve the discussion of the findings.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No.
No apparent ethical issues were identified in the manuscript. The study is based on fish landing surveys and biodiversity assessment and does not appear to involve human subjects or experimental procedures requiring specific ethical approval. However, the authors may consider briefly stating compliance with relevant fisheries sampling regulations and institutional guidelines, if applicable.

	


Reviewer details:
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