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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.
	This review manuscript assesses a highly relevant and rapidly evolving area of research by evaluating the role of Artificial Intelligence in zoological sciences. The study provides a broad synthesis of AI applications in biodiversity conservation, ecology, aquaculture, fisheries, toxicology, and wildlife management. The topic is timely because increasing environmental challenges and the growth of ecological datasets require advanced analytical tools. The manuscript can serve as a useful reference for researchers, conservation practitioners, policymakers, and students interested in the integration of AI technologies into
biological and environmental sciences.
	



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
	5/5
No revision required
	

	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
	4/5
Consider including a brief statement on the literature review
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5
No revision required
	

	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
	5/5
No revision required
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5
No revision required
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5
No revision required
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5
The study entails many recent references; however, some citations from 2025 to 2026 should be carefully verified for publication status and
accessibility.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
	4/5
Include additional such as number of records,
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Page 1 of 3 V240326

	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	retrieved, the screening process, exclusion/inclusion statistics, and a PRISM-style flow diagram to
improve transparency and cibility of the research.
	

	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
	3/5
The research is mainly descriptive. A vast comparison of AI methods, performance metrics, limitations, and conflicting findings across the studies would strengthen the critical review
component.
	

	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
	4/5
Future directions are discussed; however, explicit identification of major research gaps should be included in a separate subsection.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5/5
No revision required
	

	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
	4/5
Expand discussion on limitations of current AI applications, including dataset bias, model transferability, explainability challenges, and
constraints in developing countries.
	

	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
	4/5
References are adequate and generally relevant. However, the manuscript would benefit from a greater proportion of high-impact peer-reviewed international journal articles and reduced dependence on self-
citations.
	

	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
	5/5
No revision required
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor revision
The abstract is very detailed and effectively summarizes the scope, major applications, challenges, and future prospects of artificial intelligence (AI) in zoological sciences. It provides adequate coverage of ecology, biodiversity conservation, aquaculture, fisheries, toxicology, and environmental monitoring while highlighting key AI technologies and emerging trends. However, the abstract could be further strengthened by briefly stating the literature review methodology
and highlighting the principal research gaps identified in the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor revision
The study is scientifically sound; however, additional critical examination of AI methodologies
and stronger discussion of limitations and research gaps would improve scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor revision
Verify publication details of the most recent references from 2025 to 2026 and increase the representation of widely cited international literature where appropriate.
	

	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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