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	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.


	In the areas of sustainable food processing, aquaculture, and food safety, this manuscript makes a timely and important contribution. It offers verifiable proof that adding clove (Syzygium aromaticum) to the processing of smoked and canned Clarias gariepinus can simultaneously enhance toxicological quality (by lowering or removing polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons) and microbiological safety (by lowering microbial loads). Critical consumer health issues related to conventional smoking methods are addressed by this dual benefit. Additionally, the study provides a workable, approachable method for valuing farmed fish, which is essential for easing the burden on wild fisheries and advancing sustainable aquaculture in developing nations like Senegal. The results offer small and medium-sized processors a scientifically supported template for improving product quality and safety with locally accessible natural additives.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but scientific names are to be italicized
	

	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 study's goal, methods, major findings in the chemical, microbiological, toxicological, and sensory domains, as well as its primary conclusion, are all succinctly summarized in the abstract. The significance of the sensory finding; that is, the obvious preference for the control product, could be quickly mentioned to emphasize the possible trade-off between improved safety and customer acceptability to bolster it even more. The term "toxicological (PAHs) data" could also be shortened to "toxicological analysis (focusing on polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs))." for instant clarity.
In addition, ensure you don’t join units with number e.g., 1.84 ± 0.01μg/Kg

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is largely sufficient and commendably recent, with numerous citations from 2022-2025, demonstrating the authors' engagement with current literature. The references appropriately cover the key themes: PAHs in smoked fish, antimicrobial properties of spices (especially clove), fish smoking technology, and sensory evaluation of canned products.

Suggestion for Additional Reference: While the discussion on sensory aspects is good, citing a foundational or highly cited review on the sensory impact of spices/herbs in processed fish products could further solidify that section. An example could be:

Özogul, Y., & Özogul, F. (2019). Chapter 8 - Sensory evaluation of seafood: general principles and practical applications. In Handbook of Seafood and Seafood Products Analysis (pp. 207-228). CRC Press. (This covers general principles applicable to evaluating spiced products).
In addition, some of the in text references are not properly written. You need to italicize all the “et al.”

Also, you need to maintain consistency in the style of the references at the end of the study. Look up to the author’s guidelines and see the required style by the Journal. Your references do have doi in some while some don’t. Also, doi is sufficient, you don’t need to include a link if there is already doi. 

	

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


	Introduction: Well-structured, establishing the context (food security, overfishing, PAH risk) and the research gap effectively. Clearly states the aim of the study.

Materials and Methods: Generally clear and reproducible. The inclusion of process flowcharts (Figures 1 & 2) is excellent. A minor suggestion: Section 2.1 ("Formulation of soaking solutions") mentions filtration but not the filter pore size, which could be added for precision. Make sure the Table and figure caption has a full stop at the end and ensure only the first letter is in uppercase. Kindly separate number from ± “30.29±0.04”
Results: Clearly presented with tables and figures. The use of statistical notation (superscript letters) is appropriate. The sensory results (Figures 3-8) are particularly well visualized.

Discussion: Robust and thorough. The authors successfully interpret their findings considering existing literature, explaining both consistencies and discrepancies (e.g., the unexpected increase in some PAHs with clove addition). The discussion effectively links chemical, microbiological, toxicological, and sensory results.

Conclusion: Strong and impactful. It goes beyond summarizing results to discuss the practical, industrial, and policy implications of the work, aligning well with the study's stated aim of valorization and sustainable development.

Overall: This is a well-conducted and well-written manuscript that makes a valuable applied science contribution. The primary tension identified, between measurable quality/safety improvements and sensory preference for the traditional product, is honestly reported and forms an excellent basis for future research (e.g., optimizing clove concentration or formulation to improve acceptability).
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