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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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



	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 study contributes to sustainable food systems by examining how pressure cooking affects the nutritional profile of yellowfin tuna stomach waste, highlighting its potential use in animal feed or food fortification. It aligns with global efforts to reduce food waste and supports the circular economy by repurposing underutilized fish parts. The findings provide a basis for future research on the functional properties of fish processing by-products.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and accurately reflects the content of the study. However, it can be slightly improved for clarity and conciseness.

Suggested Alternative Title:

"Nutritional Composition of Yellowfin Tuna (Thunnus albacares) Stomach Waste: Impact of Pressure Cooking"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally well-written and includes the background, objective, methods, results, and conclusion. However, the following improvements are suggested:

· Clarify the sample size and methodology – It would be helpful to briefly mention the number of samples analyzed and the analytical methods used (e.g., proximate analysis).

· Include the significance of findings – Emphasize the implications of the observed changes in protein, fat, and ash content after pressure cooking for food or feed applications.

· Avoid unclear statements – The phrase "some nutritional components changed" is too general. Quantify the changes (e.g., "protein content decreased by X%").

· Conclude with application potential – The abstract should conclude with a sentence on the practical relevance of the findings (e.g., potential use in feed formulation).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design is logical and the methodology follows standard procedures for proximate analysis. The results are clearly presented, and the interpretation is reasonable. However, some improvements in data presentation and statistical analysis would enhance the scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and cover the essential background. However, the following recent and related studies could be added to strengthen the context 

· FAO (2022) – The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture – for global trends in fish waste and utilization.

· Shahidi, F., & Yamin, A. (2021) – Fish By-Products: Sustainable Resources for Functional Ingredients and Nutraceuticals .

· Rasul et al. (2021) – Seasonal variation of nutritional constituents in fish of South Asian Countries: A review.

· Graham & Dickson (2004) – Tuna comparative physiology – already cited, but a more recent tuna physiology or processing study could also be included.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English language is understandable but contains several grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and inconsistencies in terminology. For example:

"stomach waste" should be used consistently instead of "stomach."

"pressure cooker processing" should be defined more clearly.

Some sentences are overly long and difficult to follow.

Careful proofreading is recommended before publication
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study design is appropriate for the research question, and the results are clearly presented using tables.

The discussion is brief but could be expanded to better interpret the changes in nutritional components after processing.

Statistical analysis should be included for the differences observed (e.g., t-test or ANOVA) to confirm significance.

Limitations of the study, such as small sample size or lack of replication, should be acknowledged.

The use of fish waste aligns with global efforts to reduce food loss and promote sustainability, which should be emphasized more in the introduction and conclusion.

The manuscript presents a novel and relevant study on the nutritional changes in tuna stomach waste after pressure cooking. It is scientifically valid and contributes to sustainable food systems. However, improvements in language clarity, statistical analysis, and discussion depth are necessary before publication.
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