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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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 article proposes an unconventional use of otolith biometrics for food type identification. This approach could be particularly valuable for species where other techniques are not available, especially in regions that lack the infrastructure for high-precision methods. Furthermore, this technique could serve as a lower-cost alternative.

As the paper notes, the study of otoliths in tropical regions such as Indonesia requires further research to achieve greater precision. While this article contributes to this body of knowledge, the correlation between the applied methodology and the results is not clearly established. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, although the paper does not clearly describe the method used to identify the specific species observed in the results. 
	

	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 is comprehensive; however, the author should consider a more analytical approach to presenting the identified species, including the statistical results used for this purpose.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the study is scientifically correct, there is a significant disconnect between the proposed methodology and the presented results. For instance, the paper states that otolith measurements were performed, but the specific data obtained are not presented, either as averages or as individual values.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The number of references is adequate, although the author could consider reviewing other works related to otolith shape studies in order to improve the presentation of the data. Suggested references include:

https://doi.org/10.1002/mcf2.10316

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2024.107189

https://doi.org/10.55730/1300-0179.3220

These are only sample references; many other related papers exist.

	

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


	The English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The results presentation should be improved considering maximum, minimum, and average results of the observer measurements. 
Major revisions are required.
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