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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.
	This study provides valuable baseline data on the reproductive biology of Uca tangeri in a West African mangrove ecosystem, a region where such data are scarce. It contributes to understanding how environmental factors influence fecundity and egg development in fiddler crabs, which are ecologically important for mangrove sediment dynamics. The findings are relevant for conservation and fisheries management in the Saloum Delta and similar tropical estuaries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is clear, descriptive, and includes key elements: species, location, and research focus.
	

	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 comprehensive but could briefly mention the methodology (e.g., monthly sampling, image analysis) and key statistical findings (e.g., isometric vs. allometric relationships). The keywords are appropriate.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with clear methods, appropriate statistical analyses, and well- supported conclusions. However, there are minor inconsistencies in data reporting average fecundity values differ slightly between the abstract and results (e.g., average fecundity in abstract = 21,788 ± 16,194, in results = 21,655 ± 15,317). These should be harmonized.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and include both classic and recent works. However, some key regional studies on West African mangroves or Uca spp. could be added.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is generally clear but requires minor editing for grammar, punctuation, and consistency.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The figures and tables are informative but should be referenced in the text in the correct order (e.g., Fig. 2a-d description is unclear). The text says “(see macro steps in Fig. 2)” but does not clearly guide the reader through subfigures a, b, c, and d in order. The letters “c, d, a, b” appear alone in the middle of the paragraph, which is confusing. Some abbreviations are not defined at first (e.g., P(g)). Add a list of abbreviations either: In the Materials and Methods section under a subheading "Abbreviations," or as a footnote on the first page, or define each at first use in the abstract and in each table/figure caption. The discussion is thorough, but could be more concise in comparing
results with previous studies
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