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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	In my opinion, this manuscript tackles a important topic right at the heart of climate change and how we're going to feed everyone. I believe it does a great job reviewing how tech like sensors and AI in aquaculture can tackle two big problems at once: adapting to a changing climate and reducing its environmental footprint. From my perspective, this practical focus makes it a really useful read not just for researchers, but also for people making real-world decisions in policy and the fishing industry. It's a solid contribution to the conversation on building a more sustainable food future.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In my opinion, the title is definitely suitable ,it's clear and covers all the key themes: climate resilience and food security, and smart tech. However, I personally think it's a bit long and academic-sounding. For a broader audience, a punchier and more direct title might be more engaging and easier to remember.

So, if I were to suggest an alternative, maybe something like: Smart Aquaculture Tech: Building Climate Resilience and Securing Fish Supplies.

so, this version, I feel, leads with the exciting ((smart tech)) angle and uses slightly more active verbs. 

But honestly, the original title is still perfectly good and accurate.
	

	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.


	In my view, the abstract is really comprehensive and does a great job summarizing the paper's core argument. Personally, I wouldn't delete anything. However, I feel like adding a single sentence on the study's scope or limitations, like its focus on aquaculture systems only,might help set even clearer expectations for the reader right from the start. But overall, it's solid.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From what I've read, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound. I think the arguments are well-supported by a solid foundation of recent and relevant references. The conclusions drawn seem to logically follow from the evidence also it maintains a good standard of scientific accuracy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In my opinion, the reference list is relevant sources, especially from the last five years, which is ok for such a fast-moving field. 

However, from my perspective, a couple of areas could be strengthened even further. For instance, while the tech side is covered, a more recent review on AI and IoT specific to aquaculture, would really cement that section.
	

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


	In my assessment,the manuscript is comprehensible and scientifically sound. However, I feel that the language quality could be enhanced to improve readability and flow. Some sentences are quite long and structurally dense, which occasionally hinders clarity and impact.

I would recommend a light stylistic edit .
	

	Optional/General comments


	A few sections, like the part on climate change causes, felt a bit too general and read more like background than a focused review. Maybe consider tightening that up to dive quicker into the aquaculture-specific impacts. Also, if including a short case study or real-world example might make the smart tech applications feel even more tangible?
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