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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 study is highly significant and relevant to the flathead lobster fisheries of Pethalai, Sri Lanka. It provides information on the lobster's reproductive biology, specifically highlighting its spawning season. This is crucial information for the sound management of this important fishery resource. Given the global decline in fishery resources (particularly capture fisheries), studies like this are essential. They will help policymakers craft management programs to prevent the overexploitation of remaining stocks and promote sustainable harvesting and consumption of lobster.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I suggest to add the English name of the Thenus orientalis and the taxonomist
“Reproductive Biology of Flathead Lobster (Thenus orientalis Lund, 1793) in Pethalai, Sri Lanka”
	

	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 of the study effectively summarizes important information and is structured appropriately with a brief introduction, statement of the problem, methodology, results, conclusion, and recommendations. 
I just have a few suggestions below to clarify some potential inconsistencies and inaccuracies observed in the text.
1. I suggest being consistent when using the common English name for Thenus orientalis. The term 'Slipper lobster' is used in the abstract, but 'Flathead lobster' appears in the Introduction.

2. The abstract states that Sri Lanka experiences a northwest monsoon. This should be corrected to the northeast monsoon, which typically occurs from October to January.

3. The scientific name (Thenus orientalis or any other scientific name mentioned) should be italicized throughout the text.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study provides valuable information regarding the reproductive biology of the Flathead Lobster. However, while the data is comprehensive, the presentation occasionally results in a lack of detailed discussion or interpretation in specific sections. Here are my comments and suggestions.

1. In the Introduction, cite references and include quantitative statistics such as production volume to strengthen the claim that Flathead Lobster stocks decline.
2. The scientific name (Thenus orientalis or any other scientific name mentioned) should be italicized throughout the text.

3. Please make sure that all figures were interpreted and discussed. When referencing visual data, the interpretation should precede the citation of the figure number (e.g., "The mean GSI increased significantly, as shown in Figure 1."). This sequencing aids reader comprehension and verification.
4. Ensure that the results presented under every sub-topic are fully interpreted and discussed. For instance, in Section 3.2 (Size at Maturity), Figure 2 is mentioned but appears to lack proper interpretation and discussion.
5. Please verify all references to monsoon systems. For the October–January period, the relevant monsoon system is typically the Northeast Monsoon, not the Southwest or Northwest Monsoon, which should be corrected for geographical accuracy within the Sri Lankan context.
6. Please provide further clarification for the conclusion that the spawning season and GSI peaks occur from September to January. Figure 1 appears to show the highest GSI values consistently peaking later, specifically from December to May across the three years of data (e.g., May peaks are consistently higher than September–November values). If additional parameters (histological data, ovary staging, etc.) were used to define the spawning period, kindly state them clearly in the discussion.
7. The author stated that two spawning seasons were recorded. Please provide further justification why June is considered second spawning season, because based from the Figure 1, GSI in June was only high in June 2023, but low in June 2021, June 2022 and June 2024.
8. In page 12, the author stated that “The positive correlation between fecundity and body size demonstrates that larger females produce more eggs”. However, the high P value (p=0.349) of this data contradicts this conclusion, regardless of the R squared (0.09- weak relationship) or the direction of the correlation. This means the positive relationship observed in the sample is not statistically significant. The author cannot conclude this statement.
9. In page 13, the author stated that “A significant positive relationship was found between carapace length (CL) and GSI (p < 0.05), indicating that larger T. orientalis females invest more in reproduction.” While a statistically significant positive relationship was found between Carapace Length and GSI, the authors must qualify this finding by acknowledging the very low explanatory power of CL alone on GSI variability (R squared=0.025).
10. To enhance the flow and thematic coherence of the manuscript, I strongly suggest reorganizing the Results-Discussion section structure. I recommend consolidating all discussion material into a single, comprehensive Discussion section, allowing the authors to more effectively interrelate parameters (e.g., GSI, size at maturity, fecundity) and synthesize findings. The Results section should retain sub-topics primarily for the clear presentation and interpretation of figures and data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, Cite references in the Introduction
	

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


	Yes, it is suitable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is highly valuable and provides significant information to the scientific community, making it publishable. The authors only need to address the noted minor inconsistencies and inaccuracies, and then focus on improving the organization and structure of the document.
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