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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 provides a critical interdisciplinary synthesis that bridges ecological and economic principles in multi-species fisheries management. By advocating for ecosystem-based fisheries management (EBFM), it addresses long-standing challenges associated with single-species approaches and offers practical insights into sustaining biodiversity, marine ecosystem health, and fishery productivity. The paper's emphasis on integrating ecological models, bioeconomic tools, and stakeholder participation offers valuable frameworks for both policy and practice. It is a timely contribution that supports the global shift toward more resilient, adaptive, and sustainable fisheries governance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	This title "Integrating Ecological and Economic Principles in Multi-Species Fisheries: An Interdisciplinary Review" is generally clear and informative. It accurately reflects the article’s content, emphasizing both the integration of ecological and economic aspects and the focus on multi-species fisheries. However, it can be slightly refined to enhance clarity, improve keyword visibility, and attract a broader scientific audience. Here are my recommendations, so it can be changed to one of it. "Integrating Ecological and Economic Principles for Sustainable Multi-Species Fisheries: An Interdisciplinary Review"
"Ecological-Economic Integration in Multi-Species Fisheries: A Path Toward Sustainable Marine Resource Management"
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract of your article is generally comprehensive, well-structured, and clearly conveys the central theme of integrating ecological and economic principles in multi-species fisheries management. It introduces the problem with traditional single-species management, outlines the benefits of ecosystem-based fisheries management (EBFM), and briefly mentions the tools and case studies discussed. However, a few refinements could improve its clarity, balance, and completeness. I recommend the following to be considered for revewing the abstract;
1. The abstract mentions a review but doesn’t clearly state that it is a literature-based interdisciplinary review. Clarifying this helps set reader expectations.
2. The ecological focus is strong, but the economic integration part could be made more explicit in the abstract for better alignment with the title.
3. Mentioning "global case studies" is good, but you could briefly highlight one or two types or regions to give a sense of scope.
4. A final sentence on the implications for policy, practice, or future research would make the abstract more conclusive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct and grounded in well-established literature. It demonstrates a solid interdisciplinary understanding of fisheries management, effectively integrating ecological principles with economic reasoning. I recommend the following;
1. While the review is rich in theoretical insights and secondary sources, it could be improved by including quantitative results or summary statistics from cited case studies to reinforce key arguments.
2. Ecological and bioeconomic models are mentioned (e.g., Ecopath with Ecosim), but the manuscript could benefit from briefly describing their assumptions, limitations, or comparative advantages.
3. Terms like "ecosystem resilience," "adaptive management," and "co-management" are used appropriately, but it would help to define or briefly explain them when first introduced, particularly for an interdisciplinary audience.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. The manuscript includes a substantial number of references that are generally relevant, credible, and sufficiently recent. Many of them are from peer-reviewed journals and high-impact sources such as PNAS, Marine Policy, Fish and Fisheries, Frontiers in Marine Science, and Ecology and Society. These references effectively support the interdisciplinary scope of the paper, covering ecological, economic, and governance dimensions of fisheries management. Although the references are adequate, the manuscript could benefit from including a few more recent or foundational works on specific subtopics
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is written in a formal, academic tone and demonstrates a solid grasp of the technical vocabulary relevant to fisheries science, ecology, and economics. I recommend to make correction on the following areas.
1. Some sentences are long and complex, which may hinder readability for non-native speakers or interdisciplinary readers. Breaking long sentences into shorter ones would improve clarity.

Example:“Ecosystem-based management necessitates a revolutionary shift from conventional practices, incorporating multiple disciplines and objectives to address the complexities of adaptive systems, expanding the scope from mere management to comprehensive governance.” Suggested: Split into two sentences to aid readability.

2. Certain phrases can be more concise without losing meaning. For instance, “the inherent uncertainties and feedback loops within ecosystems” might be streamlined depending on context.
3. A few minor grammatical issues (e.g., missing articles, inconsistent verb tenses) were observed. These do not impede understanding but could be polished with a light professional proofreading pass.
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