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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 of great importance for the aquatic ecosystem of Minicoy Island, part of the Lakshadweep Archipelago. Based on reliable scientific data, the authors of the article have proven that the cyanobacterium Trichodesmium is of great ecological importance. It is a source of nutrition for other organisms in the aquatic environment, as well as an ecological indicator of changes in nutrients and climate in tropical lagoons. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Ecological Observation of a Trichodesmium Bloom in the Lagoon Waters of Minicoy Island, Lakshadweep Archipelago" is suitable, as it accurately reflects the study's content and scope.
	

	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 article's abstract is comprehensive, but the excessive number of numerical values complicates the reading process. We suggest replacing the numerical values in the summary with words.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is scientifically correct and accurate. All sections meet the requirements for scientific articles. However, it would be advisable to add statistical processing of the results to the section on materials and methods. Even descriptive statistics would significantly improve the scientific validity of the research results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list of references includes references to literature published more than 5 years ago. The reference to the literary source from 1830 is not particularly relevant and should be replaced. The presence of links to publications over the past 5-10 years indicates the relevance of this work.
	

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


	The quality of language in the article meets the requirements for scientific articles and is understandable to a wide range of readers.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The section on materials and methods does not provide sufficient information on the number of stations, sampling depth, sampling frequency, site selection criteria, and observation time interval. There are no statistical research methods.
2. The results section presents data in a descriptive form without any statistical methods of processing. The use of statistical methods, mean values, and correlations, among other techniques, would significantly strengthen the scientific article.

3. The discussion section almost repeats the research section. There is no analysis, and particularly no forecast of the consequences.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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