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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	Pearl culture represents a unique intersection of biology, technology, and rural development, offering both ecological and economic value. Its advancement is essential for promoting sustainable aquaculture practices and enhancing socio-economic resilience in coastal and inland communities.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title could be improved to better reflect the scope of the study. A suggested title is: Pearl Culture in India: Biological and Socio-Economic Dimensions – Review
	

	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 needs improvement and should follow the points below:
1. Clarify the aim of the review: Clearly state the purpose of conducting this review (e.g., highlighting developments, challenges, or future directions).

2. Organize the presentation: Avoid a purely descriptive style and emphasize the main dimensions more explicitly (biological, technological, economic, environmental).

3. Highlight the main contributions: Specify what distinguishes this review from others and the scientific value it adds.

4. Ensure academic precision: Replace general statements such as ‘enormous potential’ with more specific and academically sound expressions.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	  No clear research gap is identified; the review remains mostly descriptive without highlighting what is missing in the current literature or future research needs.

  Some sections are lengthy and repetitive, while the conclusion is too brief and does not adequately reflect the main findings or recommendations.

  Figure (1) should include a proper reference.

  Tables (3 and 4) should be accompanied by proper references


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	-Some references are very old (e.g., Alagarswami & Qazim, 1974; CMFRI Manual, 1995) and should be updated with recent sources from the last five years.
-The number of references is limited; more sources are needed since a review article requires a broader literature base
	

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


	The language needs improvement
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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