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	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 manuscript provides valuable, location-specific baseline data on the length-weight relationship and relative condition factor of Sillago sihama along the Mangaluru coast, an area where updated biological information is limited despite increasing fishing pressure. The findings contribute to fisheries science by improving understanding of growth patterns, population health, and ecological adaptation of an economically important coastal species. The study’s results are directly applicable to stock assessment, biomass estimation, and ecosystem-based fisheries management, supporting sustainable exploitation strategies. Overall, the manuscript is relevant to researchers, fisheries managers, and policymakers concerned with sustainable coastal fisheries and marine resource conservation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	the title of the article is suitable and accurately reflects the core focus of the study, including the species investigated, the key biological parameters (length-weight relationship and relative condition factor), and the geographic location. It is clear, specific, and appropriate for a fisheries science audience.

However, the title could be slightly streamlined to improve clarity and academic flow. Suggested alternative titles include:

· Length–Weight Relationship and Condition Factor of the Indian Sand Whiting (Sillago sihama) along the Mangaluru Coast
· Growth Pattern and Relative Condition Factor of Sillago sihama from the Mangaluru Coast, India
· Length–Weight Relationships and Population Condition of Sillago sihama along the Southwest 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 generally comprehensive and clearly presents the study area, sample size, and main findings. However, minor improvements are recommended.

1. Objective clarity: The research aim should be stated more explicitly.
Example: “This study aims to examine the length–weight relationship and relative condition factor of Sillago sihama along the Mangaluru coast.”

2. Methodological mention: A brief reference to the analytical approach would improve completeness.
Example: “Using standard length–weight models and Le Cren’s relative condition factor…”

3. Reduce numerical detail: Excessive equations can be minimized to improve readability.
Example: Replace detailed equations with “negative allometric growth was observed in both sexes.”

4. Language refinement: Minor grammatical improvements are needed.
Example: Change “species progressive slenderization” to “progressive slenderization of the species.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically correct. The study applies standard and well-established fisheries biology approaches, including the length–weight relationship model and Le Cren’s relative condition factor, which are appropriate for the objectives stated.

The sampling size is adequate, sex-wise analysis is correctly performed, and statistical tests (regression analysis, t-test, and covariance analysis) are properly applied and interpreted. The results, such as negative allometric growth and variations in the relative condition factor, are consistent with previous studies on Sillago sihama and similar demersal fishes, supporting the validity of the findings.

However, minor issues should be addressed to strengthen scientific rigor:

· Some repetitive figures and minor inconsistencies in figure numbering should be corrected.

· Language polishing is required in a few sections to improve clarity, but this does not affect the scientific validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are generally relevant and adequate for the study, and they include key classical works on length–weight relationships and condition factors. However, most references are relatively old, with limited inclusion of recent studies (last 5–7 years).

To strengthen the manuscript, the authors are encouraged to include more recent literature (2023–2025) on length-weight relationships and relative condition factors in marine fishes, as well as recent regional or comparative studies. For example, adding recent empirical studies on LWR and condition factor in coastal or demersal fishes, and at least one recent review or methodological paper, would improve the currency and scholarly depth of the manuscript.
	

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

, 
	The language and English used in the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication, and the scientific meaning is clear throughout the text. However, the manuscript would benefit from minor language editing to improve grammar, sentence structureand clarity.

Some sentences are lengthy or repetitive, and a few grammatical and typographical errors are present.
For example, phrases such as “species progressive slenderization with growth” require revision to “progressive slenderization of the species with growth.”


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents valuable baseline information on the length–weight relationship and relative condition factor of Sillago sihama from the Mangaluru coast and contributes meaningfully to regional fisheries biology. The study is well structured and the results are consistent with existing literature.

However, the manuscript would benefit from minor improvements, including removal of repeated figures, clearer figure numbering, slight reduction of repetitive text in the Discussion, and overall language polishing. Strengthening the linkage between results and fisheries management implications would further enhance the manuscript’s impact.
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