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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.
	Women's contributions to small-scale fisheries livelihoods remain systematically undercounted in development policy and official statistics across South Asia, making empirical documentation of their roles genuinely valuable for gender-inclusive resource management. Chilika Lagoon is the largest brackish water lagoon in Asia and supports approximately 200,000 livelihoods, making it a site of considerable policy significance. A rigorous empirical study of the socioeconomic, environmental, health, and institutional determinants of women's participation and income in this context could inform fisheries governance, gender policy, and livelihood resilience programming in coastal Odisha and comparable ecosystems. However, the manuscript in its current form contains statistical errors sufficiently serious to render the quantitative findings uninterpretable, preventing it from contributing reliably to any of these important objectives
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	15. 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
	


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.
	Partially. The title correctly identifies the subject and location but "Special Reference to" is an archaic construction that weakens the title's precision. A stronger alternative would be: "Women's Participation and Income in Fishing Livelihoods: Socioeconomic, Environmental, and Institutional Determinants in Chilika Lagoon, Odisha." This revision signals the analytical approach, the dependent variable, and the categories of predictors examined, which is what Q1 journals expect from a title.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract describes the study's topic and methods at a general level but does not report any specific quantitative findings. Readers cannot determine from the abstract what the regression found, which variables were significant, what the effect sizes were, or what the tornado diagram revealed. A publishable abstract must include at least the primary statistical finding (e.g., R² value, which variables were significant, direction of effects) and one specific finding from the tornado analysis. The current abstract reads as a topic description rather than a results summary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, on three critical grounds:

First — inverted significance notation: Table 1 reports the significance key as ***p<0.001, **p<0.05, *p<0.01. This is internally inconsistent and reversed from scientific convention. Standard notation requires that fewer asterisks indicate less stringent thresholds (***p<0.001 is most significant, **p<0.01 intermediate, *p<0.05 least stringent). As printed, the table implies that ** (p<0.05) is more significant than * (p<0.01), which is statistically false. This error means readers cannot correctly interpret which results are significant at what level.

Second — tautological predictor: The regression model includes "average daily earnings" (X₇) as an independent variable predicting monthly income from fisheries as the dependent variable. Monthly income is a direct mathematical function of daily earnings multiplied by working days. Including this predictor is near-tautological and artificially inflates R² to 0.864. The true explanatory power of the remaining predictors — the variables of actual policy interest — is concealed by this error. The regression must be rerun with this variable removed or the dependent variable reconceptualized as something genuinely distinct from daily earnings.

Third — categorical variables treated as continuous: Marital status (coded 1–4), education (1–5), NGO training (1–2), resource access (1–2), and SHG membership (1–2) are categorical variables entered as continuous predictors in an OLS regression. This violates regression assumptions and makes the beta coefficients for these variables uninterpretable. These variables must be properly dummy-coded or the analytical approach must be justified explicitly with reference to ordinal regression or appropriate alternatives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The reference list of 30 sources is adequate in quantity, and the literature covers relevant post-2010 sources. However three specific problems require correction:

First, Szymkowiak & Rhodes-Reese (2023), Chambon et al. (2023), and Szaboova et al. (2022) are cited in the discussion text but do not appear in the reference list. These must either be added to the references or removed from the text.

Second, the Chilika-specific literature is underutilized. Chandra (2015) is cited once but not engaged with substantively. Studies by CIFRI (Central Inland Fisheries Research Institute) on Chilika, the Chilika Development Authority reports, and Odisha government fisheries data are absent and would strengthen the contextual grounding.

Third, Biswas & Rao (2014) and Biswas et al. (2014) appear to be two different papers by overlapping author groups published in the same year — the paper must clarify whether these are distinct publications and ensure both are correctly cited.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Yes, a serious one. The study collected primary data through structured surveys with 300 women in fishing communities, covering sensitive topics including personal income, health conditions, insurance status, and decision-making authority within households. No ethical approval from an Institutional Review Board, Ethics Committee, or equivalent body is mentioned anywhere in the manuscript. No informed consent procedure is described. Most Q1 journals require a mandatory ethics statement as a condition of submission. This omission must be corrected — the authors must either obtain and report retrospective ethical approval or provide a jurisdiction-specific explanation for why formal approval was not required.
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