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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 comprehensive overview of the significant environmental, public health, and economic consequences of fish processing waste in India. By combining scientific evidence, regional case studies, and sustainable management strategies, it fills a notable gap in the literature on aquatic pollution in the Global South. The review’s emphasis on valorisation and circular economy solutions to mitigate pollution while unlocking the economic potential of fish waste. As such, it contributes significantly to advancing sustainable aquaculture, coastal ecosystem management, and blue economy development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Fish Processing Industry Waste and Its Effects on Aquatic Ecosystems: Current Knowledge and Future Directions" is generally suitable and informative. It clearly indicates the subject matter and the article’s scope as a review.
	

	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 the article is generally comprehensive, providing a clear summary of the topic, scope, and importance of the issue. However, author should consider adding a sentence about the current state of waste utilization in India (low percentage of waste valorized) to further emphasize the "urgent need" in the paper. This would add more quantitative context upfront. Consider including “blue economy” or “circular economy” in the keywords list.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically accurate and well-supported overall. It effectively integrates current research findings, national reports, and case studies to explain the environmental, ecological, and socio-economic impacts of fish processing waste in India. The manuscript is grounded in credible, peer-reviewed sources and presents a balanced, multidisciplinary perspective. However, this manuscript can be significantly strengthened with a few improvements.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a robust and diverse set of references. To enhance international comparability, regulatory framing, and methodological rigor, consider the following: Global Blue Economy and Waste Valorisation Frameworks: FAO (2021). Blue Transformation: Roadmap to 2030. (https://www.fao.org)

	

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


	The manuscript is well-structured, with a formal tone, clear sentence construction, and appropriate use of technical terminology throughout.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a well-researched and important review article that addresses a critical environmental and socio-economic issue in India. Addressing the minor inconsistencies and incorporating the suggested enhancements will further elevate its scientific quality and impact.

Part 1

· 1.1: While "rapid expansion of aquaculture and marine capture fisheries" is mentioned, it would be beneficial to briefly quantify this expansion if possible (growth rates over the past decade) to provide a clearer picture of the scale of growth contributing to the waste issue. Author should include recent FAO data to support international context

· 1.2: The statement "more than 2 million metric tonnes of waste are produced annually" appears to contradict the abstract's "over 3 million metric tonnes" and section 2.3 "over 3 million metric tonnes". Please ensure consistency in waste generation figures throughout the manuscript. Clarify if these figures represent different types of waste or are estimates from different sources.

· 1.4: Mention specific types of pathogenic bacteria often associated with fish waste (Vibrio species, Salmonella). Author can include WHO/FAO thresholds for lead/cadmium in fish to give perspective.
· 1.5: Author can elaborate on why enforcement of pollution control norms is weak or inconsistent (lack of political will, insufficient resources for monitoring, corruption). This provides a deeper understanding of the systemic challenges. 

· Check citation format (Ninan et al., 2012); (Gaikwad et al., 2021). It should be written: (Ninan et al., 2012; Gaikwad et al., 2021).

Part 2

· 2.3: Reconfirm the figure of "more than 2 million metric tonnes" in section 1.2 and ensure all figures for total waste generation are consistent
· 2.5: Consider mentioning the global market size for some of these valorized products (fish oil, collagen) to underscore the magnitude of the economic opportunity

Part 3

· 3.3: Briefly discuss any government or NGO initiatives aimed at formalizing or providing support/training to these small-scale units to improve their waste management practices.

· 3.4: Author can propose specific mechanisms to address institutional fragmentation and improve coordination among regulatory bodies (joint task forces or integrated data platforms).
Part 4

· 4.1: Add a simple visual aid (diagram) illustrating the process of oxygen depletion caused by organic load if space allows.

· 4.2: Explain the concept of "eutrophication" as it's a key term for nutrient loading and algal blooms
· 4.3: Provide potential alternatives or greener chemical agents that could be used in fish processing to reduce the environmental impact.
· 4.4: This part is missing in this manuscript

· 4.5: Author can add long-term ecological consequences of biodiversity loss (reduced ecosystem resilience and potential for ecosystem collapse).
Part 5

· 5.2: It might be helpful to briefly state what these limits typically are for one or two common heavy metals (mercury, lead) to give readers a quantitative idea.

· 5.3: Any studies have attempted to quantify these economic losses? (in terms of GDP contribution loss, tourism revenue decline), it would significantly strengthen this section.

· 5.4: What are the barriers to achieving higher valorization rates in India (lack of investment, technological gaps, market access for valorized products).

Part 6 

· 6.3: Author should briefly mention the implications of the antibiotic-resistant E. coli for human health beyond water contamination (potential for foodborne illness if fish are harvested from such waters).

Part 7
· 7.1: Rechek citation format for Jaiswal et al. (2014), It should be written: Jaiswal et al. (2014)
· 7.4: Are there any examples of successful community engagement initiatives in waste management? perhaps from other sectors in India, that could serve as models for the fisheries sector.

Conclusion
· The conclusion is strong. No major changes recommended, but perhaps a final, succinct sentence about the potential for India to become a global leader in sustainable fish waste management if these strategies are adopted.
Table 1

· Table 1 should be mentioned in the text. 

· Incorrect formatting for (Padma and Don., 2024). It should be written: (Padma & Don, 2024)

· Overall, this table is an excellent addition, summarizing the key strategies, descriptions, and benefits 

References
· Standardize reference formatting including journal names, volume/issue formatting, and italic where necessary.

· A comprehensive list of references is provided, demonstrating extensive research. Ensure all cited references in the text are present in the reference list and vice-versa. 
· Double-check for consistent formatting throughout the reference list.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO
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