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Manuscript title: 	Comment by Author: Dear Reviewer, 

Thank you for agreeing to review this manuscript. Your time and expertise are deeply appreciated. Your feedback plays a vital role in supporting the authors and strengthening the quality of their work. 

Your insights and feedback help ensure the manuscript meets the standards of Ciencias Marinas regarding clarity and scientific rigor. We appreciate feedback that is candid, constructive, and professional and that aims to support authors in improving their work. 

Please provide your feedback directly in the review form under each prompt and not in the form of comment bubbles.

All feedback for authors is welcomed and encouraged, including additional comments or suggestions that fall outside the scope of this review form. To help facilitate revisions, we kindly ask that you refer to specific line numbers in the manuscript when providing detailed feedback or pointing out areas for improvement. 

Please remember that all materials and comments shared during the review process are confidential. Ciencias Marinas conducts a single-blind review process. Authors will not be aware of your identity when receiving your review. To support the confidentiality of our review process, please do not include any personal or identifying information in your feedback. 

Thank you again for your valuable contributions.

Please delete this comment before beginning your review.  
Corresponding author:
 
Abstract
1) Does the Abstract identify the problem addressed by the study or, alternatively, does it provide adequate context for the study question?
2) Does the Abstract include the objectives of the study?
3) Does the Abstract adequately describe the principal methods employed by the authors?
4) Does the Abstract present the main conclusions of the study?

Introduction
1) Does the Introduction clearly describe the problem addressed by the study? 
2) Do the authors introduce all key concepts? Does the Introduction contain sufficient background information to establish the context of the study? 
3) Does the Introduction contain an adequate review of the existing literature, including the most up-to-date studies? Is the literature cited relevant and appropriate? Should the authors include additional studies in their literature review?
4) Is the novelty of the study clear? 
5) Do the authors clearly state their objectives and hypotheses?

Materials and methods
1) Do the authors accurately explain how the data were collected? Was the sampling methodology appropriate? 
2) Are the equipment and materials described adequately? 
3) Is the experimental design suitable for answering the study question? Are the number of replicas, controls, and experimental design described adequately? Is relevant information missing?
4) Is the data analysis appropriate? Do the authors adequately describe all statistical analyses, including all assumptions and data transformations? Should the authors improve their analyses?

Results
1) Are all results relevant? 
2) Are the statistics presented appropriately (e.g., ANOVA results include degrees of freedom [F(between groups, within groups) = 2.3, P < 0.05]) ? 
3) Are all figures and tables fully described? Are all figures and tables necessary, appropriate, and legible? Do the figure and table captions clearly identify all elements, colors, and variables? 
4) Is the content of the figures and tables accurately described in the main text without being redundant? 
5) Are results missing, unclear, or poorly presented?	

Discussion
1) Are the claims supported by the results? Are alternative explanations explored as appropriate? Do the authors provide adequate context when interpreting their results?
2) Do the authors compare their results with those of previous studies? Should additional studies be included? 
3) Do the authors adequately discuss the limitations of their study?
4) Do the authors achieve their stated objectives? If not, what must they still do?
5) Are the importance and contributions of their study clear? 

Conclusions
1) Do the authors accurately state the main conclusion(s) of their study? Are they appropriate in scope? 
2) Are the importance, contributions, and potential applicability of their results clearly stated? 
3) Do the authors include directions for future studies?

Final recommendations
1) What is the contribution or importance of the work to the field of study? Does the work adequately advance existing scientific knowledge? Do the authors make this clear? 
2) Does the article meet the aims and scope of Ciencias Marinas?
3) What are the major strengths of the paper? 
4) What are the major weaknesses of the paper? 
5) Would you recommend accepting the manuscript [y/n]? If yes, does it require minor revision or major revision? 
6) Are you available to act as a reviewer for this manuscript in future revision rounds? 

Writing
1) Does the title clearly describe the article?
2) Did the authors explain their ideas clearly and logically?
3) Please indicate if you consider that the manuscript is poorly written.
4) Does the text contain grammatical errors?
5) Should the manuscript be professionally edited for language?
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