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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 is important to the scientific community as it reviews High-Pressure Processing (HPP) for seafood preservation, a promising non-thermal method. It emphasizes how HPP can increase food safety, preserve nutritional value, and lengthen shelf life.  The paper also discusses how it affects allergies and spoiling, providing important information for improvements in food safety and technology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is appropriate as it is clear, concise and accurately reflects the manuscript's content.
	

	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.
	Although the abstract is instructive, it might be made clearer that it is a review, certain technical details could be eliminated, and a brief statement about HPP's possibilities for the future could be added. Clarity and impact would be improved by a framework that is more concise and precise.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and well-supported by references, though minor improvements in clarity and structure are suggested.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A few more current research from the past five years might improve the manuscript's completeness and relevancy, but the references are generally adequate.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is mostly understandable but needs editing for grammar and clarity to meet scholarly standards.


	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript discusses a significant and current subject that has obvious scientific value.  The abstract’s overall effect and readability might be increased by strengthening it, updating some of the sources, and using better language.  The review, with a few small edits, is a great contribution because it is insightful and well-structured.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No
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