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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 depicts how proteomics in aquaculture can be used for understanding fish biology, fish health, stress and environmental impulses. proteomic techniques and their uses in disease recognition, quality assessment and over all condition . it tells how proteomics can contribute to  sustainable aquaculture and seafood safety.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No 
I think a good title can attract readers. So more attractive, and publication-ready title you can try
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	 NO
 The abstract should be structured in a clear and logical manner, beginning with the background of the study, followed by its social relevance, and then a concise statement of the study’s objective. It should subsequently describe the methodology adopted, summarize the key findings, and conclude with a brief concluding statement highlighting the overall significance of the study. The entire abstract must be written in professional academic language with correct grammar and clarity. Additionally, the keywords should be carefully selected and arranged in order of importance, with the most relevant terms listed first, and a total of four keywords provided.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound; however, the Introduction would benefit from restructuring. It is recommended to begin with a continuous and coherent background without initial subheadings, followed by a logical progression into specific sections. The narrative should be more cohesive and written in a flowing manner. Inclusion of recent references (2024–2025) is encouraged to enhance relevance. It is recommended that all scientific names be presented in italicized format throughout the manuscript. Greater emphasis should be placed on identifying current research gaps rather than extensively describing existing methods. Additionally, presenting literature in tabular form may be reconsidered, as integrating it within a critical discussion is generally preferred in contemporary review writing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The reference list should be updated by incorporating more recent and high-impact studies (preferably from 2020–2025) to enhance the relevance of the manuscript. All references must be standardized according to the required journal style (APA format), ensuring consistency in structure and formatting throughout. Each reference should be carefully verified and cross-checked with in-text citations to maintain accuracy and uniformity. Additionally, Digital Object Identifiers (DOIs) should be included wherever available to improve traceability and accessibility of the cited sources
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No 
	



PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a valuable and comprehensive review; however, it requires thorough revision. Each section should be carefully refined and integrated to ensure a smooth, continuous narrative flow. The language should be improved to maintain clarity, coherence, and a high standard of academic professionalism. It is recommended that the manuscript be carefully revised for structure, readability, and linguistic quality before resubmission
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