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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.


	Lepidochelys olivacea is truly among one of the endangered sea turtles and it’s considered Vulnerable (VU A2bd) in IUCN Red List (Abreu-Grobois & Plotkin, 2008), and therefore this work is important because it significantly updates knowledge on the status and conservation issues in one of the most significant breeding areas of its Asian range. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	that's fine
	

	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 good
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There is excessive detail in the presentation of the arguments: a summary is needed or an attempt should be made to refer to previous works. For example, the tables on the deposition data could refer to those of Nasja et al. (2025).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	From what is described in the article and from what can be read in the previous work by Nasja et al. (2025), the situation of the breeding population at the Kolavipalam Beach site is rapidly declining, and recorded egg deposition is much lower than previously reported. There is, however, a fundamental problem with this article: it is too long and descriptive. The text almost certainly derives from a university thesis covering the 2023–2025 research period and incorporates the knowledge and results of previous work (that of Nasja et al., 2025).

However, the most important part of the paper, namely the analysis of the data collected through the questionnaire distributed to residents and the target audience in the study area, is not sufficiently highlighted. This is because the introductory section is excessive.

It is therefore necessary to streamline the work and better highlight the findings of the analyses of perceived or now fully recognized threats. I think the abstract is good: the researcher (or researchers) should follow the same sequence in their presentation. And, whenever possible, replace the lengthy descriptions of active threats with concise tables (or refer to previous work, but noting what Garrett's analysis revealed).
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