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	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.


	Since it is possible to  readily and affordably obtain small indigenous fish species, from natural resources which provide better nutrition specially for rural communities, such studies are very beneficial. This study will give a direction for future research to focus on their processing and preservation with modern techniques.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive.
The key words need revision. Important terms like nutritional value, sensory valuation missing
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. However, in materials and methods more clarity will be appreciated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No uniformity in the references style followed. 
Need revision
	

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

	Optional/General comments


	1. In introduction lot of redundancy noticed. Can revise relevant to the title the introduction can be rewritten
2. 2.2 Determination of proximate composition: can specify what conventional method of AOAC were adapted by the author.

3. In the flowdiagram in figure 3, again there is a mention of fig 3 in portioning /forming (this is not clear, rather confusing)

4. Ca content with a value of 721 mg/100 g is very high ??
5. Conclusion can be much more scientific.
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