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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 manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive and up-to-date synthesis of pulsed electric field (PEF) technology specifically for fish and fisheries products, an area where consolidated knowledge is still limited. By critically linking processing mechanisms with quality, safety, sustainability, and by-product valorization, the review helps researchers and industry professionals better understand how PEF can address current challenges in seafood preservation. The discussion on synergistic combinations with other non-thermal technologies further offers valuable insights for future research directions and industrial innovation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. It clearly reflects the core focus of the manuscript by identifying pulsed electric field (PEF) processing as the central technology and explicitly linking it to fish preservation. The inclusion of “A review” appropriately informs readers and the scientific community about the nature of the article, setting correct expectations regarding content and scope.
	

	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 is largely comprehensive and well-structured, as it clearly introduces the rationale for using pulsed electric field (PEF) technology, outlines its working principle, and summarizes its major applications and advantages in fish and fisheries products. It effectively highlights the non-thermal nature of PEF, its role in quality retention, microbial inactivation, and sustainability, which are all important strengths of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and technically accurate. The discussion logically integrates fundamental principles with practical applications, and the interpretations of effects on microbial inactivation, physicochemical properties, nutritional quality, and sustainability are consistent with current scientific understanding.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	From a general perspective, the references in the manuscript appear sufficient and appropriately selected for a review of pulsed electric field (PEF) technology in fish and fisheries products. They cover foundational studies on PEF mechanisms, recent applications in seafood processing, and relevant comparisons with other non-thermal technologies, which together provide a solid scientific grounding for the review.
	

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


	Yes
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