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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 addresses a timely and relevant topic by highlighting the application of proteomics in fisheries and aquaculture, which are critical sectors for global food security. From a food science perspective, the integration of proteomic approaches offers valuable insights into fish quality, safety, and nutritional attributes, thereby supporting the development of sustainable aquatic food systems. The review compiles a broad range of studies that collectively demonstrate the potential of proteomics as a tool for monitoring environmental stress, disease, and product authenticity in aquaculture. Overall, the manuscript contributes to bridging molecular-level research with practical implications in food production and safety, making it of interest to researchers working at the interface of aquaculture, food science, and applied biology.
	



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
	4 (Good)
The title is clear and reflects the general scope of the manuscript, although it could be more specific regarding its focus on applications in food quality and safety.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
The abstract provides a general overview but lacks clarity in structure and does not sufficiently highlight key findings or critical insights.
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
The keywords are relevant but somewhat limited and could be expanded to better represent food safety and quality aspects.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The background is informative but lacks coherence and logical flow in several sections.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The objectives are not explicitly and clearly defined, making it difficult to identify the main focus of the review.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The literature included is generally relevant to the topic and covers multiple aspects of proteomics in aquaculture.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Some recent studies are included; however, a stronger emphasis on the latest (last 5 years) research is needed.
	

	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
	Rating: 1 (Poor)
There is no clear description of the literature search strategy or inclusion criteria. 

	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript is largely descriptive and lacks critical evaluation of the cited studies.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
Research gaps are not clearly articulated, and future directions remain general and underdeveloped. 

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The conclusions are generally aligned with the content but remain broad and somewhat repetitive. 

	

	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
	Rating: 1 (Poor)
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss its limitations.
	

	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
	
Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
References are mostly from peer-reviewed sources, but inconsistencies and formatting issues are present.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript contains grammatical issues, redundancy, and unclear sentence structures that affect readability.
	



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.
	
Answer: YES (with minor revision suggested)
The title is generally appropriate and reflects the main scope of the manuscript. However, it could be further refined to emphasize its application in food quality, safety, or environmental monitoring in aquaculture to enhance specificity and impact.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: NO
The abstract provides a broad overview of the topic but lacks a clear structure and focus. It should be improved by explicitly stating the objective of the review, the approach or scope of literature coverage, and the key conclusions or insights. Additionally, reducing redundancy and improving clarity would enhance readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES (with reservations)
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound; however, several sections require clarification and improved accuracy in expression. Some statements are overly general or lack proper supporting references. Strengthening the linkage between proteomics techniques and their practical implications in aquaculture and food systems would improve scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: NO
While the manuscript includes a considerable number of references, many are outdated or not consistently relevant to recent developments in proteomics. It is recommended to incorporate more studies from the last 5 years, particularly those addressing advanced proteomics technologies and their applications in food quality, safety, and aquaculture sustainability.
	

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

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

	Answer: NO
No apparent ethical concerns were identified in the manuscript.

	



PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant and interdisciplinary topic at the interface of proteomics, aquaculture, and food science, which aligns with the scope of the journal. However, in its current form, the review remains largely descriptive and lacks critical synthesis of the literature. Key elements expected from a high quality review article, such as a clearly defined objective, systematic approach to literature selection, critical comparison of studies, and explicit identification of research gaps, are insufficiently developed.
From a scientific writing perspective, the manuscript requires substantial improvement in organization, coherence, and language clarity. Several sections are repetitive, and the linkage between proteomics techniques and their practical implications for food quality and safety is not consistently articulated.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Given these limitations, I recommend major revision before the manuscript can be considered for publication. The authors should particularly focus on strengthening the critical analysis, updating and refining the reference base, and improving the overall structure and readability of the manuscript.
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