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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.
	The manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive baseline inventory of 120 finfish species landed at Dholai Fishing Harbour, representing 96 genera, 60 families, and 22 orders . Such detailed species‑level documentation is essential for understanding regional ichthyofaunal composition and for tracking long‑term ecological changes in a highly productive marine zone. The study also contributes valuable quantitative data on seasonal diversity patterns, including monthly variation in Shannon diversity, Margalef richness, and evenness indices, which are critical for ecosystem monitoring and fisheries management . Furthermore, by integrating trophic‑level and IUCN conservation‑status information for all recorded species, the manuscript offers insights that support conservation planning and sustainable exploitation strategies in Gujarat’s coastal fisheries..
	



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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232929169]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
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232929588]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


	5
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232929806]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
	5
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232930171]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
	5 
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232930606]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
	5
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232931056]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
	5
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232931690]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
	3
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	[bookmark: _Hlk232932029]Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	yes
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232932285]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No — the abstract is not fully comprehensive.
It provides a general overview of the study and mentions key elements such as species richness, diversity indices, and sampling location. However, it does not clearly present all essential components of a strong scientific abstract, especially for a biodiversity assessment.
Suggestion for improvement
To make the abstract comprehensive, the authors should:
•	State the objective explicitly (e.g., “This study aimed to assess finfish diversity at…”).
•	Briefly describe the methodology, including sampling period and approach.
•	Highlight the most important quantitative results, not just general statements.
•	- Add a clear concluding sentence explaining the significance or implications of the findings (e.g., relevance for fisheries management or biodiversity monitoring)

	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232932806]Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No — the manuscript is not fully scientifically correct.

While the study presents valuable biodiversity data, several scientific issues reduce its accuracy and rigor. These issues do not invalidate the study, but they do require correction to meet publication standards.

Suggestion for improvement
To improve scientific correctness, the authors should:

Clarify methodological rigor:
Provide details on sampling effort, number of samples per month, and how gear selectivity or fishing effort was accounted for. Without this, abundance patterns may be misleading.

Correct conceptual inconsistencies:
Some ecological terms (e.g., “dominance,” “trophic structure,” “evenness”) are used without precise definitions or are interpreted incorrectly.

Strengthen statistical validity:
Diversity indices are reported, but no statistical comparisons (e.g., seasonal significance tests) are performed, limiting the strength of conclusions.

Ensure taxonomic accuracy:
A few species names and family assignments appear outdated or inconsistent with current FishBase/CoL taxonomy.


	

	[bookmark: _Hlk232933461]Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	: No

The references are insufficient and outdated, although many are important.

Suggestions for improvement:

To strengthen the bibliography:

Add more recent studies (2020-2025), especially those focusing on: Marine fish diversity in Gujarat

Biodiversity in the Arabian Sea

Landing-based fishery assessments

Climate change in coastal fish communities

Include updated taxonomic sources

Updated reference lists for Indian fish

Balance the bibliography by reducing older citations (over 10-15 years old) unless essential.

Ensure methodological references are up-to-date, particularly regarding diversity indicators, trophication level assessments, and fishery sampling protocols
	

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

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

	NO
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