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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 manuscript is potentially important to the scientific and applied fisheries community because it targets a persistent, high-impact problem: the large-scale discarding of low-value “trash fish” and processing by-products, which creates both economic loss and environmental disposal burdens. By demonstrating an enzymatic route (papain) to convert mixed tissues (meat, skin, viscera) into a concentrated fish protein hydrolysate under defined operating conditions, the study contributes practical process evidence that can inform valorization pathways and circular-bioeconomy strategies in seafood systems. The reported outcomes, an 8% hydrolysate yield, ~18% degree of hydrolysis, and a marked increase in crude protein content to ~82% (dry basis), support the feasibility of producing a nutritionally dense ingredient from underutilized biomass. Finally, because fish protein hydrolysates are widely discussed as functional and bioactive peptide sources with prospective food, feed, and nutraceutical applications, this work can serve as a platform for follow-on studies that more rigorously characterize peptide profiles and functional properties.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is broadly suitable in that it reflects the core objective (producing fish protein hydrolysate from low-value “trash fish”/by-products using papain). However, it would benefit from being more specific and professional in terminology, and from avoiding informal phrasing (e.g., “trash fish”) unless the journal explicitly encourages it. A stronger title should specify (i) the process (enzymatic hydrolysis with papain), (ii) the feedstock (low-value fish/by-products), and (iii) the main product (fish protein hydrolysate), optionally adding the intended application (food/feed ingredient) if supported by the manuscript. I suggest: “Valorization of Low-Value Fish Biomass and By-Products via Papain Hydrolysis: Production and Proximate Characterization of a Fish Protein Hydrolysate”


	

	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 comprehensive because it provides the problem context (underutilized low-value fish/by-products), states the objective (produce fish protein hydrolysate via enzymatic hydrolysis), reports key processing conditions, and summarizes the main quantitative outcomes (yield, degree of hydrolysis, proximate composition) with an application-oriented conclusion; however, I recommend several improvements to strengthen clarity and scientific alignment: ensure that any “bioactive” framing is supported by actual bioactivity assays (otherwise remove or soften that claim in the abstract and, ideally, the title), clarify what “optimized” means by briefly indicating the optimization approach and the response variable(s) targeted (e.g., yield, degree of hydrolysis, protein recovery), add a short descriptor of the raw material basis (species mix and/or tissue proportions) and indicate replication (e.g., mean of triplicates, and preferably include variability such as SD for key metrics), specify unambiguously whether proximate values are reported on a wet-weight or dry-weight basis to avoid confusion when moisture and protein are presented together, tighten the final lines to reduce redundancy and avoid over-claiming (e.g., “protein-rich ingredient with potential food/feed applications pending functional validation”), and correct minor wording such as using “degree of hydrolysis” rather than “degree of hydrolysate” while avoiding terms like “nutritionally superior” unless supported by amino acid profiling or functional/bioactivity data.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is broadly scientifically plausible in its central premise (papain-mediated enzymatic hydrolysis of mixed fish tissues to produce a protein hydrolysate, quantified by yield, degree of hydrolysis, and proximate composition). However, in its current form I would not consider it scientifically “correct” at the publication standard, because several claims, methodological descriptions, and data presentations are internally inconsistent or insufficiently supported. The most significant issue is the repeated framing of the product as “bioactive” and “nutritionally superior” (and the implied suitability for nutraceutical applications) without any direct bioactivity testing (e.g., antioxidant/ACE-inhibition/antimicrobial assays) or amino acid/peptide profiling to substantiate those claims; at minimum the title, abstract, and conclusions should be revised to match the reported measurements. The manuscript also states that hydrolysis conditions were “optimized,” yet it reports only a single set of conditions and does not describe an optimization design (single-factor screening, factorial design, RSM) or an objective function (maximizing DH, yield, protein recovery, solubility), which makes “optimized” scientifically inaccurate. In addition, key process controls are not described: pH control/maintenance during hydrolysis is not explained (papain activity is pH-dependent), the temperature range is reported ambiguously (35–40 °C), and the raw material is a multi-species mixture without clear standardization of species proportions or tissue ratios, which limits reproducibility and interpretability. Finally, there are reporting inconsistencies in proximate composition (wet-basis vs dry-basis statements, inclusion of moisture alongside “dry wt.” reporting) and the statistical treatment is not adequate beyond descriptive reporting (triplicates are stated, but no inferential statistics or uncertainty handling is used to support “significant” or comparative language). With these corrections, tightening claims to match evidence, clarifying/strengthening experimental design and controls, and making compositional/statistical reporting internally consistent, the study could become scientifically sound for a short applied/process note, but it requires substantive revision before it can be considered scientifically correct as written.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I recommend adding recent, authoritative reviews on fish protein hydrolysates, fisheries by product valorization, and papain based proteolysis, and also citing standard analytical and process references for degree of hydrolysis determination and proximate analysis. Suggested additions for the review form include, Honrado, A., et al., 2024, From Waste to Value, Fish Protein Hydrolysates as a Technological and Functional Ingredient in Human Nutrition, Foods, Nikoo, M., et al., 2023, Protein Hydrolysates from Fishery Processing By Products, Production, Characteristics, Food Applications, and Challenges, Foods, Nemati, M., et al., 2024, Review of fish protein hydrolysates, production methods, antioxidant and antimicrobial activity and nanoencapsulation, and Hopkins, D. T., Berrué, F., Khiari, Z., Hawboldt, K. A., 2024 or 2025, Valorization of fisheries by products via enzymatic protein hydrolysis, a review of operating conditions, process design, and future trends, Process Biochemistry. 
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