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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.

	Thank you for the opportunity to review this article. This topic is of utmost importance to the scientific community, as review articles on carbon footprint assessment play a pivotal role in synthesizing diverse methodologies, identifying gaps in life cycle assessment practices, and guiding future research toward standardized, comparable approaches amid escalating climate challenges and the global push for sustainable food production systems. Such syntheses are particularly valuable in underrepresented sectors like marine capture fisheries and aquaculture, where inconsistencies in emission boundaries, data quality, and sector-specific factors hinder progress; this manuscript, however, could not systematically address these to advance knowledge evolution, inform policy, and support mitigation strategies for carbon neutrality.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Needs little modification as suggested below
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Needs to be strengthened
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No
2
When the work doesn’t involve any seafood supply chain analysis then why is it in the abstract or keywords.
No detailed analysis or review has been done on seafood supply chain or impact of climate change on seafood production or supply. Its misleading.

The seafood keyword has been only mentioned in abstract and conclusion and there is just one reference on it.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
I think the introduction part of the paper needs substantial improvement. The rationale of the paper is not strong enough and may be strengthened. Also this manuscript claims to deal with carbon footprint emissions of seafood but the introduction lacks an entire section on seafood, aquaculture or capture fisheries emissions. The literature also doesn’t include major papers on aquaculture or seafood.

This paper only discusses LCA in detail while claiming to review a fresh approach which merges machine learning-based uncertainty assessment with immediate IoT data streaming into conventional LCA and IO frameworks to determine carbon footprint measurements. 
Whatever has been claimed under the statement of novelty has not been done and same has been mentioned under future scope. 

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives stated are unclear and do not comply with the review article. Authors state that this review involves applying standardized research methods including life cycle assessment (LCA) and process analysis and input-output models to perform a systematic evaluation of greenhouse gas emissions throughout the complete life span of products and organizations. However, only LCA has been discussed and no seafood or detailed emission studies have been conducted.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Since it’s a review article and in entirely based on literature review. It has captured all relevant review especially with regard to LCA but nothing major on seafood supply chain
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Relatively relevant and recent.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
No, this paper doesn’t specify or mention how this review has been conducted; how many papers have been shortlisted and studied? Which search engine or software has been used? It also doesn’t specify the geographical location for which this review has been done. I could see, the secondary sources of data quoted are from UK and Europe. In other south east Asian countries especially India, Bangladesh, China there are separate set of constraints that affect precision of such studies. 
In addition, given recent advances in the world of literature review, Systematics literature review encompasses multiple types like meta-analysis, scoping review, rapid review and mixed studies approaches are there but none have been followed neither mentioned.
Scientometric analysis could have been done as well.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
Not really
Given the importance of this topic and a wide array of research done globally, this paper fails to critically analyse the issues and give plausible solutions for the same
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 2
Future scope of the work has been given.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
NO
The conclusions are unclear. It states that this paper has focused on the appraisal of the carbon footprint of the seafood in particular and is an overview for conducting seafood carbon footprint. But there is nothing as such. In between the text a figure 3 pops up showing system boundaries for carbon footprint calculation of Pangasius fillets and a random table 1 appears for Co2 eq for Cod and salmon fish without any context or detailed explanation. This table has not been cited in the text as well. How does it make sense.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NO
Whatever is mentioned in the future scope of this study same has been reflected in statement of novelty. How is it justified.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
References are fine but this manuscript has only discussed more on LCA. So it should be reframed and rearranged to explain only LCA and given its importance and wise usage for fisheries and seafood sector, case studies may be used to highlight pros and cons in various scenarios and systems globally.

	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The language is poor and there are lot of grammatical errors. While reading through the paper, I had to read twice as meaning was not clearly conveyed.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Its okay. However, Research methods and Procedures are not mutually exclusive. This paper has primarily focused on LCA.
I suggest that the title may be modified 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
This is a review article, and it's very important to introduce the rationale of the topic clearly. In my opinion, the first few lines of the abstract must set the tone for the utility of this work. In addition, there are a few grammatical errors in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	        NO
        I have already discussed it. A scientific review article needs few main things; a clear objective, robust methodology and detailed analysis of the data. It lacks everything. Even the conclusions drawn are unclear.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	         YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
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