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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 addresses a critical knowledge gap in small-scale fisheries sustainability by providing the first documented carbon emission baseline for dolnet fisheries along the Indian coast. The comparative assessment of seven distinct gear designs offers empirically grounded insights that extend beyond academic exercise into actionable fisheries management guidance. Given that artisanal fisheries support millions of livelihoods in the Global South yet remain severely under-documented in life cycle assessment literature, this work makes a meaningful contribution to both fisheries science and climate-resilient development policy. The findings on material substitution potential, particularly the 10-12% emission reduction through recycled HDPE provide concrete pathways for immediate intervention. I believe this work will serve as an important reference point for similar assessments in other data-poor, small-scale fisheries contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title states "Seven Dolnet Designs" but the manuscript inconsistently refers to both seven and eleven designs throughout. The abstract and methodology correctly indicate seven designs, but the introduction erroneously states "now mention eleven dolnet designs" (appears to be an incomplete edit), and section 3.2 heading reads "Comparative Assessment of eleven Dolnet Designs" while presenting data for only seven. This discrepancy must be resolved.

Suggested alternative title: Life Cycle Assessment of Seven Dolnet (Bag Net) Fisheries along the Maharashtra Coast, India: Establishing a Carbon Emission Baseline for Stationary Gear Systems
	

	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 but contains structural inconsistencies and omitted details that should be addressed:

Suggested additions:

a. The sample size and geographic coverage of field surveys should be briefly mentioned

b. The functional unit definition should be included

Suggested deletions/revisions:

a. The keywords could be strengthened by adding "Life Cycle Assessment" and "Global Warming Potential" which are central to the study


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific rigor in its application of ISO-standard LCA methodology and use of SimaPro with established characterization methods. However, I have identified several scientific concerns that require attention:

1. Section 2.1 lists five districts including Thane, but the design locations mention Raigad, Mumbai, Palghar, and Ratnagiri only. No dolnet design from Thane is presented. This needs reconciliation.

2. Section 2.3 describes data collection from "five coastal districts" and Masjid Bunder market. However, the manuscript does not specify how many vessels/gears were sampled per design, nor does it provide descriptive statistics (mean, SD, range) for fuel consumption, catch rates, or material quantities. This limits reproducibility.

3. The ANOVA result (p < 0.05) is reported without F-statistic or degrees of freedom. PCA is mentioned but no results (loadings, variance explained) are presented or interpreted. These should be provided or the mention removed.

4. The methodology jumps from 2.4 to 2.6 (no section 2.5). Section 3 jumps from 3.8 to 3.10 (no section 3.9). This suggests incomplete revision.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is largely appropriate and current, with 36 of 43 references (84%) published since 2015. However, several gaps and issues exist:

Missing essential references:

1. Parker, R.W.R., et al. (2018). Fuel use and greenhouse gas emissions of world fisheries. Nature Climate Change, 8(4), 333-337. (This is a foundational reference for fisheries LCA that should be cited)

2. Avadí, A., & Fréon, P. (2013). Life cycle assessment of fisheries: A review for fisheries scientists and managers. Fisheries Research, 143, 21-38. (Methodological context)

Reference issues to correct:

- Reference 16 (Kazi et al., 2011) is marked as incomplete - this should be completed or removed

- Reference 25 (Nath et al., 2021) lacks publication venue - this needs proper sourcing

- Reference 28 (Parker, 2016) lacks publication details - this should be completed or replaced with the 2018 Nature Climate Change paper
	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate language editing before acceptance. The scientific content is clear, but there are numerous grammatical errors, awkward constructions, and inconsistent terminology that detract from readability. Examples include:

1. "Maharashtra fisheries is a blend..." (should be "Maharashtra's fisheries are a blend...")

2. "The gear is fixed in tidal and nearshore zones using wooden and concrete poles is constructed as a tapering bag..." (fused sentence)

3. "now mention eleven dolnet designs" (incomplete edit)

4. "These comparisons don't fully capture..." (contraction inappropriate for formal academic writing)

5. Inconsistent hyphenation of compound adjectives (e.g., "evidence based" should be "evidence-based", "multi gear" should be "multi-gear")

A thorough copy-editing pass focused on subject-verb agreement, article usage, and sentence boundaries would substantially improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript addresses an undeniably important topic and contains valuable primary data. However, it presents with the hallmarks of hasty revision, inconsistent numbering, contradictory statements about the number of designs assessed, and incomplete sentences. These issues are entirely fixable, but they currently undermine the manuscript's professionalism.

I am particularly concerned about the discrepancy between the title/abstract/methods (seven designs) and the introduction/section 3.2 heading (eleven designs). This is not a minor copy-editing issue, it calls into question the completeness and transparency of the reporting. The authors must clarify: were seven or eleven designs assessed? If only seven, all references to eleven must be removed. If eleven were originally assessed but only seven reported, this exclusion must be justified.

Additionally, while the sensitivity analysis on recycled HDPE is valuable, the manuscript would be strengthened by discussing the practical barriers to recycled polymer adoption in Indian fisheries (supply chain, cost, performance perceptions) rather than presenting it as a straightforward solution.
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	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 detail)

No ethical issues are apparent. The manuscript reports primary data collected through surveys and interviews, but the authors do not explicitly state that informed consent was obtained from fisher participants or that institutional ethical review was conducted. While this may be standard practice in fisheries research in India and not necessarily a barrier to publication, I recommend the authors add a brief statement confirming that informed consent was obtained and that participant confidentiality was maintained, in line with standard ethical research practice.
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