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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 manuscript provides useful baseline data on the size selectivity of square versus diamond mesh cod-ends for two commercially important species, a topic with direct relevance to bycatch reduction. These findings contribute to improving gear regulations and sustainable trawl fisheries along the Indian coast. The study adds species-specific selectivity information that has been limited in the existing literature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title conveys the general topic but is lengthy, grammatically weak, and lacks clarity. It should be more concise and scientifically precise, highlighting mesh type, cod-end selectivity, and the target species.

Suggested improved title:
“Size Selectivity of 35-mm Square and Diamond Mesh Cod-Ends in Bottom Trawls for Parapeneopsis stylifera and Stolephorus indicus off the East Coast of India”
	

	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 informative but not fully comprehensive and contains several grammatical issues, redundancies, and unclear statements. It presents results but lacks essential elements such as the study’s objective, rationale, and implications for fisheries management. The flow is abrupt, with overly detailed numerical values that overwhelm the reader. Additionally, some sentences are unclear or repetitive, reducing readability.

Suggested Improvements:
· Add a clear objective statement at the beginning to frame the study.

· Reduce excessive numerical details; focus on key comparative findings rather than listing all L25/L50/L75 values.

· Clarify how the results contribute to gear selectivity research and bycatch reduction efforts.

· Improve grammar and sentence structure for better clarity and conciseness.

· Add 1–2 lines describing the implications of the findings for fisheries management or sustainable trawling.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses an important topic, and the general methodological framework (covered cod-end method and logistic selectivity model) is scientifically appropriate. However, several scientific weaknesses reduce confidence in the results. Key methodological details—such as sample sizes per haul, statistical error estimates, confidence intervals for L50, and model fit diagnostics—are missing, which limits the robustness of the conclusions. Some formulae are presented without proper explanation, and inconsistencies appear in reported values (e.g., minor mismatches in L50 values and selection range interpretation). The discussion occasionally makes causal claims without adequate evidence, and comparisons with previous studies are descriptive rather than analytical.

Overall, while the study has a sound conceptual basis, the manuscript requires major scientific strengthening, including clearer methodology, statistical validation, and more rigorous interpretation of results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate in number, but heavily historical.

Recency and diversity could be improved by adding peer-reviewed studies from the last 5–10 years, especially those using modern statistical methods or innovative gear designs.

Doing so would enhance the manuscript’s credibility and relevance to contemporary fisheries research.


	

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


	Grammatical Improvements required
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	Major Revision Needed
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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