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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	[bookmark: Comments_of_the_Reviewers]Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance
	This chapter addresses an important and timely topic at the
	

	of this manuscript for the scientific community. A
	intersection of aquaculture, climate change, modelling, and
	

	minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	decision-making. Its main strength is the attempt to evaluate
	

	
	decision support systems according to their treatment of
	

	
	uncertainty  and  decision  quality  rather  than  simply
	

	
	cataloguing available technologies. The functional typology
	

	
	and identification of methodological and implementation
	

	
	gaps may be valuable to researchers, managers, and
	

	
	policymakers. Nevertheless, the review methodology and
	

	
	evidential basis for some of the broader conclusions should
	

	
	be strengthened to ensure that the critical synthesis is
	

	
	sufficiently transparent and reproducible.
	




[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	

	
	[bookmark: Rating_of_the_Reviewers]Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
	

	[bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]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
	4
	

	[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]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
	4
	

	[bookmark: 5._Are_the_objectives_clearly_stated?]5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant?]6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: 7._Is_the_literature_review_recent?]7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
[bookmark: 5_=_Excellent_4_=_Good_3_=_Satisfactory_]5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
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	[bookmark: 8._Is_the_literature_search_methodology_]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
	3
	

	[bookmark: 9._Is_the_Critical_analysis_of_literatur]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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
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	[bookmark: Reviewer’s_comment]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.
	YES,
The title accurately reflects the scope and critical nature of the chapter. No major is necessary.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES,
The abstract clearly states the rationale, scope, methodology, principal findings, and research priorities. Minor condensation could improve readability.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with revisions,
The conceptual framework is coherent and the critical analysis is generally well supported. However, the authors should better distinguish conclusions derived from the reviewed evidence from broader interpretive statements. Particular attention should be given to claims such as the apparent inverse relationship between the geography of decision-support capability and climate vulnerability, because the authors themselves acknowledge that tropical and low-income systems are underrepresented in the evidence base.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with revisions,
The reference base is broad and includes recent literature. However, all references should be checked for uniform formatting, DOI accuracy, and consistency between in-text citations and the reference list.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO,
No ethical problems are evident from the manuscript. The chapter also transparently declares the use of Grammarly and ChatGPT for grammatical refinement and reference formatting.
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