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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 addresses an increasingly relevant issue in sustainable fish processing, namely the valorization of filleting by-products (frame meat) into value-added surimi-based fish crackers. The study is significant because fish processing waste constitutes 40–60% of the raw material input, posing both economic losses and environmental burdens in coastal regions. Thus, converting this waste into safe, nutritious snack products directly contributes to circular economy principles and food security. The incorporation of millet flour into the formulation represents a novel approach to enhance dietary fiber and micronutrient content in fish-based snacks, which are traditionally low in fiber. Furthermore, the comprehensive assessment of physicochemical, microbiological, sensory, and storage stability parameters provides a practical framework that can be readily adapted by small- and medium-scale fish processors in developing countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is descriptive and covers the main aspects of the study (physicochemical, microbiological, storage stability, surimi-based fish crackers, snapper filleting waste). However, it is lengthy and does not prominently highlight the innovative element of millet incorporation or the value-added concept.​

Suggested alternative title:

"Development and Quality Evaluation of Millet-Enriched Surimi-Based Fish Crackers from Snapper Filleting By-Products"
	

	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 structured abstract is well-organized, covering aims, study design, place and duration, methodology, results, and conclusion. It provides sufficient detail on sample size (n = 10 fish; n = 25 panelists), key findings on washing effects, optimal formulation, proximate composition differences between dried and fried crackers, and storage behavior.​

Suggestions for improvement:

1. The abstract is slightly verbose; some redundant phrases (e.g., "evaluate their physicochemical, nutritional, microbiological, sensory, and storage stability characteristics") appear twice in similar form and could be condensed.​

2. The specific millet type used (pearl millet) should be mentioned explicitly in the abstract to clarify the innovation.​

3. Consider adding one sentence specifying the recommended shelf life under each storage condition based on sensory acceptability limits.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the experimental design is appropriate, and the methodology follows established standard procedures (AOAC for proximate composition, standard plate count techniques, hedonic scale for sensory evaluation). The study demonstrates logical progression from raw material characterization, surimi optimization, formulation trials, product characterization, to storage stability assessment.​

However, several scientific and methodological issues require clarification or correction:
1. Statistical analysis: The manuscript states that "all experiments were conducted in triplicate" and data were analyzed using ANOVA, but the reported P-values in the results section vary considerably in precision (e.g., P = .03, P = .004, P = .007), and it is unclear whether appropriate post-hoc tests were applied for multiple comparisons among four formulations. The superscript letters in Table 2 suggest Tukey or similar tests were used, but this should be explicitly stated in the methods section.​

2. Formulation inconsistency: There is a discrepancy between the abstract and Table 2 regarding the optimal formulation. The abstract states the best formulation contains "surimi (50%), tapioca flour (25%), millet flour (25%), and soya chunk powder (5%)", but according to Table 2, Product A (control: surimi 50% + tapioca 50%) achieved the highest overall acceptability (8.61 ± 0.04), while Product D containing soya chunk powder scored lowest (5.28 ± 0.16). This is a critical error that must be resolved.​

3. Figure caption error: Figure 2 has the same caption as Figure 1 ("Changes in Moisture (%) content of frame minced meat during washing cycle"), which is clearly incorrect, as the text indicates Figure 2 should represent storage stability data.​

4. Missing methodological details: The number of washing cycles applied to produce the final surimi is not explicitly stated (e.g., were two, three, or four cycles used for the cracker production?). The type and concentration of cryoprotectants added to surimi should be specified. Frying conditions (oil type, temperature, duration) are not provided.​

5. Section numbering: The methods subsections are numbered inconsistently (2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, then 2.2.7, then 2.2.4, 2.2.5, 2.2.6, 2.2.8), which should be corrected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes foundational works on surimi technology (Suzuki, 1981; Park & Lin, 2005; Lee, 1984), fish crackers (Huda et al., 2007; Siaw et al., 1985), and fish processing waste utilization (Ghaly et al., 2013; Stevens et al., 2018). Several references are from the 2010s, demonstrating awareness of recent developments.​

Issues and suggestions:
1. Many references are dated (1980s–1990s), and more recent literature on surimi from underutilized species and by-products (2018–2024) should be incorporated to strengthen the introduction and discussion.​

2. One reference appears twice in the list: "Wheaton, F. W., & Lawson, T. B. (1985)".​

3. Consider adding recent references on millet-based product development and functional properties, as the current coverage of millet literature is limited to FAO (2016) and Hulse et al. (1980).​

4. References on sensory evaluation methodology and trained panel requirements would strengthen the methods section.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally readable and comprehensible, but the English requires moderate editing before publication. Common issues include:​

1. Typographical errors: "PANNELISTS" should be "panelists"; "acceptebility" should be "acceptability" in Table 2; "Thiobarbuteric acid" should be "Thiobarbituric acid" in Table 3.​

2. Inconsistent capitalization: "material and methods" should be "Materials and Methods".​

3. Some sentences are overly long and would benefit from restructuring for clarity.​

4. Units and formatting should be standardized (e.g., "cfu/gm" vs. "cfu/g"; degree symbols and spacing).​

Recommendation: 

Professional English language editing is advised to correct grammatical errors, improve sentence structure, and ensure consistency in technical terminology throughout the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Tables and Figures: All tables and figures should have clear, accurate, and non-repetitive captions. The current error in the caption of Figure 2 must be corrected. The formulation labels (A, B, C, D) in Table 2's legend do not match the description in the abstract, creating significant confusion.​

2. Species identification: The scientific name of snapper is given as Pristipomoide filamentosus in Table 1; the correct spelling is Pristipomoides filamentosus.​

3. Sensory panel: While the number of panelists (n = 25) is stated, the training protocol for the "trained panel" is not described. Details on panelist selection, training, and criteria for sensory evaluation would strengthen the methodology.​

4. Practical recommendations: The conclusion would benefit from explicit recommendations regarding optimal storage conditions, expected shelf life, and potential scale-up considerations for industrial application.​
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The study involves the processing of fish by-products (already slaughtered fish frames) obtained from a commercial processing facility, followed by sensory evaluation by human panelists. For the sensory evaluation component involving human subjects, there is no statement regarding ethical approval or informed consent from panelists. Although sensory evaluation of food products is generally considered a low-risk activity, the authors should include a statement confirming that the study was conducted in accordance with institutional ethical guidelines and that the panelists provided informed consent.
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