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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.
	Urgent and multifaceted challenge at the interface of climate variability, marine ecosystem dynamics, and finfish aquaculture biosecurity. The manuscript provides a highly rigorous synthesis by dissecting the pathophysiological mechanisms of algal ichthyotoxicity, including reactive oxygen species (ROS) generation, membrane permeabilization, karlotoxins, and physical gill occlusion, while also evaluating current monitoring technologies against real-world farm decision-making limits. Most importantly, it avoids oversimplified generalizations regarding global climate attribution, offering a nuanced, species-specific, and regionally grounded framework. The work is highly relevant to aquatic biologists, aquaculture managers, and marine policy developers.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	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
	Title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the content: 5/5
	

	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
	Abstract is comprehensive and accurately summarizes the article: 5/5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords are appropriate and cover the scope of the article: 5/5
	

	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
	Background information provides sufficient context: 5/5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Clear and specific research question/objective: 5/5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Literature review includes relevant, high-quality sources: 5/5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Literature review is up to date and reflects the current state of the field: 5/5
	

	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
	Methodology of the literature search is clearly explained: 4/5*
	

	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
	Critical analysis and synthesis of literature rather than simple listing: 5/5
	

	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
	Gaps in the literature and future research directions identified: 5/5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Conclusions are supported by the literature reviewed: 5/5
	

	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
	Limitations of the review are acknowledged and discussed: 4/5**
	

	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
	References are appropriately cited and formatted correctly: 5/5
	

	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
	Writing is clear, concise, and easy to understand: 5/5
	


*Suggestion: Consider adding a brief PRISMA-style flowchart or a structured inclusion/exclusion table to further strengthen the SANRA framework.
**Suggestion: Briefly expand on the geographical skewness of HAB studies toward temperate cage culture systems.
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.
	Yes

The title accurately captures the scope and interdisciplinary nature of the manuscript.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

The abstract is well structured and clearly outlines the climate context, fish mortality pathways, surveillance gaps, and adaptation challenges.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The physiological and toxicological arguments are well supported by primary literature.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The literature coverage from 2000 to the present is extensive and includes recent state-of-the-art studies.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
As a narrative synthesis of published literature, standard academic ethics are upheld.
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