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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 provides one of the first detailed LCA-based carbon-emission baselines for dolnet (bagnet) fisheries in India, focusing on seven distinct gear designs. Such information is important for policymakers, fisheries managers, and stakeholders who wish to reduce the climate and environmental footprint of small-scale and coastal fisheries. By identifying design-level hotspots in materials, fuel use, and operations, the study supports more informed choices regarding gear construction and fleet modernisation. The work therefore contributes to the broader agenda of climate-resilient, low-carbon fisheries and aligns with SDG-14 and national blue-economy goals. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study’s scope, method, and geographical focus. It correctly mentions “Life Cycle Assessment”, the seven dolnet (bagnet) designs, and the Maharashtra coast, India. I do not consider a change strictly necessary. If the authors wish to adjust style only, they could use:

“Life cycle assessment of seven dolnet (bagnet) designs along the Maharashtra coast, India” to match sentence-case conventions, but the current title is acceptable.


	

	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 covers background, aims, methods, key numerical findings, and conclusions. However, it is somewhat long and could be tightened to focus on the most important quantitative results (e.g., range of GWP per tonne of catch for the best and worst designs) and the main mitigation messages. I suggest: (i) removing repeated explanations of LCA concepts already familiar to the target audience, (ii) clearly stating the functional unit and system boundary in one concise sentence, and (iii) ending with 1–2 specific, actionable implications (e.g., prioritising certain designs or material substitutions). Overall, the abstract is informative but would benefit from minor shortening and sharpening.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, the manuscript is scientifically sound and uses an appropriate LCA framework for assessing environmental impacts of the different dolnet designs. The choice of functional unit (one tonne of landed catch per fishing operation), system boundary, and impact categories (GWP and others via CML/IPCC) is appropriate. The main concerns are related to reporting and consistency rather than core science:
· The text alternates between “seven” and “eleven” dolnet designs, which must be corrected to “seven” everywhere.

· Section numbering skips some subsections (e.g., 2.5, 3.9) and should be made consecutive.

· PCA and other statistical methods are described in Methods but their outcomes are not clearly presented in Results; either present them (with loadings, variance explained, etc.) or remove them from Methods.

· Some figure callouts and captions are mismatched (e.g., Fig. 1 being referred to as emissions although caption is a map; sensitivity matrix labelled inconsistently between Figures 7 and 8).

Once these issues are corrected and the statistical analyses and figures are aligned with the text, the manuscript will be technically robust.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is reasonably extensive and includes several recent works (last 5–10 years) on LCA of fisheries, carbon footprint of Indian fleets, and methodological aspects. A few classic, older references are also appropriately included as methodological foundations. Overall, the references are sufficient for the core LCA and fisheries context.

However, the authors could consider adding a small number of recent regional/environmental-health references to strengthen the broader coastal-sustainability framing. For example, works by Sheikh Fahim Faysal Sowrav and co-authors on environmental health of coastal and mangrove ecosystems in the Bay of Bengal / Sundarbans region may provide useful comparative or contextual background for discussing ecosystem impacts and SDG-14. In addition, some references in the list currently have incomplete bibliographic details and these should be completed or corrected. Finally, the reference style and in-text citations must be converted to the numbered format required by the Journal of Advances in Biology & Biotechnology.


	

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


	The English is generally understandable and the manuscript can be followed without major difficulty. However, there are multiple issues with grammar, sentence structure, and consistency of style:

· Several long sentences could be split for clarity, especially in the Introduction.

· Occasional subject–verb agreement errors (“fisheries is” instead of “fisheries are”).

· Inconsistent hyphenation of compound terms (e.g., “trade offs” vs “trade-offs”, “large scale” vs “large-scale”, “climate resilient” vs “climate-resilient”).

· Some headings use non-standard forms (e.g., “Result & Discussion” instead of “Results and Discussion”).

I recommend a thorough language edit by a proficient English speaker, focusing on grammar, punctuation, and consistency, but no substantial rewriting of content is needed.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript addresses an important and under-studied fishery and uses an appropriate LCA framework; it has good potential for publication after major revision.

2. Correct all inconsistencies regarding the number of designs (ensure “seven” is used everywhere, including section titles and text).

3. Fix section numbering (avoid missing subsections such as 2.5 or 3.9) and ensure all headings conform to journal style.

4. Carefully check all figures and tables: each should be cited in the text before it appears; captions must match what the text describes (especially Figures 1, 3, 7, and 8).

5. Either present the PCA and other statistical results clearly (e.g., as a table or figure) or remove these methods from the description.

6. Add short, standard sections after the main text (Funding, Conflict of Interest, Ethics [if applicable], Data Availability) in accordance with the journal’s instructions.
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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)

The manuscript primarily involves field surveys of fishing vessels, gears, and operational practices and does not appear to involve experiments on humans or animals. No obvious ethical issues are evident from the text. If human participants (e.g., fishers) were surveyed in any way that collected personal or sensitive information, the authors should explicitly state that informed consent was obtained and that any institutional or national ethical guidelines were followed. Otherwise, I consider ethical concerns minimal or not applicable. 
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