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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 is important to the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive and up-to-date synthesis of pulsed electric field (PEF) technology specifically applied to fish and fisheries products, an area that remains less consolidated compared with liquid food applications. By integrating fundamental mechanisms, processing parameters, physicochemical impacts, and industrial considerations, the review helps bridge the gap between laboratory research and practical seafood processing. The discussion on PEF-assisted by-product valorization and synergistic combinations with other non-thermal technologies is particularly valuable, as it aligns with current priorities on sustainability, resource efficiency, and circular bioeconomy in food systems. The manuscript serves as a useful reference for researchers, technologists, and industry stakeholders seeking to develop safe, high-quality, and environmentally responsible seafood processing strategies
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable because it clearly reflects the processing technology (pulsed electric field), the application area (fish preservation), and the article type (review). However, it could be improved for clarity, consistency, and scholarly tone by correcting capitalization and slightly broadening the scope beyond preservation alone, since the manuscript also covers texture modification, extraction, and sustainability.
Suggested alternative titles (optional):

· Pulsed Electric Field Processing for Fish and Fisheries Products: A Review
· Pulsed Electric Field Technology in Fish and Fisheries Processing: Principles, Applications, and Sustainability
· Pulsed Electric Field Processing for Fish Preservation and By-Product Valorization: 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.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and well structured, as it clearly introduces pulsed electric field (PEF) processing, outlines its advantages over conventional preservation methods, and summarizes key applications in fish and fisheries products. It appropriately highlights major themes such as microbial inactivation, quality retention, process parameters, synergistic technologies, and sustainability.

However, minor improvements are suggested. The abstract could benefit from a clearer statement of the review’s scope, particularly how it advances existing reviews on non-thermal technologies for seafood. In addition, brief mention of the main limitations or challenges (e.g., scale-up, cost, effectiveness in solid matrices) would provide better balance. No major deletions are necessary, but slight tightening of wording could improve clarity and conciseness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and generally accurate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient, relevant, and recent, with a strong proportion of citations from 2021–2025, including reputable journals in food science, emerging technologies, and seafood processing. They adequately support the discussion on PEF mechanisms, applications, synergistic technologies, and sustainability aspects.


	

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


	The language and overall English quality of the manuscript are generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor to moderate language editing is recommended to improve grammar, sentence structure, consistency in tense, and clarity of expression. Some sentences are overly long or repetitive, and there are occasional issues with word choice and capitalization (e.g., inconsistent use of “PEF,” “fish and fisheries products,” and article headings). A careful professional language edit would enhance readability and strengthen the manuscript’s academic presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	To further strengthen the manuscript, the authors may consider adding regulatory or industry-oriented references (e.g., EFSA, FDA, or FAO reports on non-thermal processing technologies) and more seafood-specific PEF studies with quantitative outcomes (e.g., microbial log reductions, shelf-life extension data in fish matrices). Inclusion of a few techno-economic or life-cycle assessment studies on PEF in seafood processing would also enhance the industrial relevance of the review
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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