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	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 is of significant scientific importance as it provides the first comprehensive analysis of the feeding behavior, seasonal variations, and ontogenetic changes in the diet of the species Chirocentrus dorab along the Karnataka coast. Knowledge of fish feeding habits is essential for understanding predator-prey interactions, trophic network dynamics, and effective ecological assessment and modeling . The study highlights the trophic plasticity of the species, showing how prey availability and changing nutritional requirements influence the transition from a crustacean-based diet in juveniles to one based on fish (teleosts) and mollusks in adults . Ultimately, these findings help to formulate conservation measures and sustainable fisheries management strategies for a species of significant commercial value in the region.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is appropriate because it accurately reflects all the key elements of the research: diet composition, trophic role, seasonal variations, ontogenetic changes, and specific geographic location. 

However, if a more concise title or one more focused on ecological impact is desired, some alternative suggestions could be:
1."Food ecology and trophic dynamics of Chirocentrus dorab, Fabricius, 1775 in the southeast Arabian Sea";
2. "Feeding strategies and trophic level of Chirocentrus dorab, Fabricius, 1775: A seasonal and ontogenetic analysis"
	

	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 summary is comprehensive and well structured, covering the main results of the study (sample size, feeding indices, dominant prey, trophic level, and seasonal/ontogenetic variations). However, to be considered fully complete according to modern academic standards, it could benefit from a few minor adjustments:
1. The summary begins directly with the results. It might be useful to include a first sentence that clearly states the purpose of the study (for example: "This study investigates the feeding dynamics and trophic role of C. dorab to support fisheries management strategies").

2. A concise mention of the main methods (stomach content analysis, IRI indices, QI, and multivariate statistical analyses such as MDS and SIMPER) would provide more technical context for the reader.

3. Although the title mentions the Karnataka coast, including the sampling period (October 2023 - September 2024) in the abstract would provide a precise temporal reference for the data.

4. The concluding sentence of the abstract should emphasize that the study results highlight the importance of pelagic teleosts in the diet of adults and the dependence of juveniles on crustaceans, providing essential data for marine ecosystem modeling and sustainable management of wolf-herring resources in the region.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Analysis of the manuscript indicates the presence of editing errors, statistical inconsistencies, and text duplications that may affect scientific credibility if not corrected. The most significant issues identified in the data presented are:

1. Critical editing errors and duplications:

Paragraph repetition: On page 17, in the Discussion section, the paragraph beginning with "Changes in prey availability..." is inserted twice consecutively (p. 17). The second version contains a minor addition at the end, but the presence of both versions indicates a lack of rigorous review.

Inconsistencies in the Abstract: The abstract states that "species richness peaking in January (S = 8)" (p. 1). However, in Table 4 (page 7), for January 2024, the S value is indeed 8, but the text on page 7 states that "Total abundance was highest in December (N = 23.29)," while in the table, the value for December is correct, but the text on page 8 (section 3.6) mentions an MDS stress of 0.12, and on page 14 (section 3.7) it mentions a stress of 0.03 (pp. 7-8, 14).
2. Inconsistencies between tables and text

%IRI values: In Table 2 (page 6), the %IRI for teleosts is reported as 74.19427 (p. 6). In Table 3, the same value is rounded to 74.19. However, in section 3.7 (page 12), when discussing juveniles, it is stated that shrimps contribute 79.61% to the diet, but Table 7 (page 15) shows an average abundance of 8.8 and a similarity of 54.45 (pp. 12, 15). It should be verified whether the percentages in the text refer strictly to IRI or to SIMPER similarity.

Sex Ratio: In section 3.1 (page 5), the text states a sex ratio of 1:1.2 (males:females) (p. 5). However, the calculation based on 208 males and 173 females indicates a ratio of approximately 1.2:1 (males:females). The text reverses the correct ratio.

It is strongly recommended that a rigorous cross-check be performed on all numerical data presented in the text, tables, and figures. Although the study makes a valuable contribution, the current form of the manuscript contains inaccuracies that affect the credibility of the results.
	

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

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


	From a scientific and English language quality perspective, the manuscript is acceptable and serves the purpose of academic communication, although it has some minor imperfections. The overall structure and use of specialized terminology are correct. However, the quality of the English is not always fluent or flawless, occasionally containing slightly stiff phrasing, repetitions, or minor grammatical errors that indicate that the text would benefit from professional proofreading prior to publication. These issues do not affect the understanding of the data or conclusions, but a review would enhance the overall professionalism and clarity of the paper.
Some sentences use a topic that seems to be translated directly, making them difficult to understand. For example:

Original (p. 12): "The conclusions revealed the strong differences between the feeding over the different develop stages..."

Suggestion: "The results revealed significant differences in feeding habits across various developmental stages..." (The use of "develop stages" is grammatically incorrect; the correct term is "developmental stages").

Original (page 14): "If the 2D stress value is 0.03, it signifies that all the data is well represented in 2D." (p. 14)

Suggestion: This sounds like a footnote or a general rule. It should be integrated more academically: "A 2D stress value of 0.03 indicates an excellent representation of the data in the ordination space."
	

	Optional/General comments


	For accurate information on fish species and to ensure proper credit is given to taxonomists and zoologists for their hard work, I kindly ask the authors to consult FishBase (https://www.fishbase.se) or other reliable databases. When a particular species is first mentioned in the manuscript, kindly use its complete name, like: Chirocentrus dorab, Fabricius, 1775  
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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