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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.


	This manuscript provides the first comprehensive data on the fecundity of Uca tangeri in West African mangroves, addressing a clear knowledge gap for this species. The study offers valuable insights into the relationship between female size, egg production, and egg development stages. These findings contribute to comparative studies of reproductive strategies in fiddler crabs across different environments. The results are also important for understanding population dynamics and conservation of mangrove-associated species.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the main focus, species studied, and study area of the manuscript. It is clear, informative, and scientifically appropriate.
However, for improved clarity and conciseness, a possible alternative title could be:

Fecundity and egg characteristics of the fiddler crab Uca tangeri (Decapoda: Ocypodidae) in the mangrove ecosystem of the Saloum Delta, Senegal.
	

	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 generally clear and relevant, but it is not fully comprehensive in its current form. It should briefly include key information on the study area, sampling period, sample size, and main quantitative results (e.g., fecundity range, mean fecundity, and major relationships with female size). Adding a short statement on the main conclusions and the ecological significance of the findings would strengthen the abstract. No major deletions are required, but improving its structure and completeness is recommended.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and the methods used are appropriate for the objectives of the study. The sampling design, fecundity estimation procedures, and statistical analyses are consistent with standard practices in crustacean reproductive biology. The results are clearly presented and logically interpreted in relation to previous studies. However, minor improvements in clarity, consistency of terminology, and language editing would further strengthen the scientific rigor of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and appropriate for the topic, covering key classical and comparative studies on fiddler crab fecundity and reproductive biology. However, most cited works are relatively old, and the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies on crustacean reproductive ecology, mangrove ecosystem functioning, and population dynamics. Adding recent regional or global studies on Uca spp. and mangrove-associated decapods published in the last 5–10 years would strengthen the scientific context. Overall, the reference list is adequate but could be updated to improve its relevance and impact.
	

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


	The overall English is understandable and allows the scientific content to be followed, but the language quality is not fully suitable for scholarly publication in its current form. The manuscript contains grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and occasional inconsistencies in terminology. Careful language editing by a fluent English speaker or professional editing service is recommended to improve clarity, readability, and scientific precision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues are apparent in this manuscript. The study involves field sampling of invertebrates and follows standard, widely accepted procedures for collection and laboratory analysis. There is no indication of unethical practices, and the authors have clearly declared the absence of competing interests. However, mentioning any relevant collection permits or compliance with local regulations would further strengthen the ethical transparency of the study.
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