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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.


	This work integrates processing mechanisms, physicochemical effects, and industrial applications while considering sustainability perspectives. The manuscript consolidates recent findings and emphasises synergistic combinations with emerging technologies, providing a valuable reference for researchers, food technologists, and industry stakeholders interested in eco-efficient seafood processing solutions. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly outlines the rationale, mechanisms, applications, and sustainability relevance of PEF in fish processing. As a minor suggestion, the authors may briefly quantify industrial relevance (e.g., shelf-life extension or energy efficiency trends) to further strengthen the applied perspective.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and technically robust. The principles of electroporation, process parameters, and synergistic technologies are accurately described and well-supported by recent literature. Interpretations are consistent with current scientific understanding, and conclusions logically follow the reviewed evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and largely drawn from recent literature (2020–2025), reflecting current advancements in non-thermal food processing. The bibliography adequately supports the discussion, and no essential references appear to be missing.
	

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


	The language quality is appropriate for scholarly communication. The manuscript is generally clear, coherent, and well-articulated. Minor grammatical refinements and consistency in technical terminology could further enhance readability, but these do not affect scientific clarity.
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