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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	1. Evaluating genetic diversity is important in ecologically important ecosystems, such as those inhabited by decapods near rainforests, particularly in regions experiencing increasing human pressure, area that has received limited scientific attention. (conservational value)
2. The authors focus on Sudanonautes floweri, a species within the Sudanonautes genus, to enhance our understanding of African freshwater crab biodiversity and biogeography, this is also limited attention in freshwater crab conservation.  

3. However, the authors should strengthen the study's scientific flow by aligning it more closely with recently published relevant literature.

 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· Overall the title is straightforward, “some decapods?’’, is not appropriate. In addition, they can highlight the genus Sudanonautes or selected decapods. 
	

	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.


	· Abstract is not comprehensive and the background of the study, conclusion, major findings are not highlighted properly. Overall the abstract must be reorganized appropriately.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Scientifically the taxonomic validation still needs some extreme evidence of information, no morphological validation with available guides, limited sample size (they mentioned 2 barcoding sequences) and limited comparisons with other Sudanonautes species in the region makes problematic.
· Sudanonates floweri species level confirmation with 95% similarity, that would be possible with limited available reference data but in this case the authors should have the strong evidences (both phenotypic/molecular) to confirm the species level (Phenotypically both samples are completely different, why?).

· Overall the structure of the manuscript must be scientifically improved including figure plates.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· References are not sufficient and the authors didn’t follow up the recent/relevant studies properly.
· Follow up the suggestions made in the manuscript.  
	

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


	· Overall, the manuscript would benefit from substantial improvement in writing clarity and coherence.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Based on the evolutionary significance of the study to the scientific community, I recommend acceptance of the manuscript pending serious major revisions (this is acceptable until they make a comprehensive manuscript, scientifically). The authors are requested to thoroughly address the revision points outlined in the manuscript (not all mentioned/ there are many).
•
Since the samples were collected near a rainforest, the authors may be required to obtain appropriate wildlife collection permits. Clarification on whether such permissions were secured should be provided in the manuscript (if not needed, please specify)
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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?
	· No. I could find any
	

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


	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”.  I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer
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	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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