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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides valuable and timely evidence on how commonly used preservation methods influence both the nutritional integrity and microbiological safety of Hake fish (Merluccius merluccius) in a real market setting. By integrating proximate composition, fatty acid profiling, amino acid characterization, and microbial assessment, the study offers a comprehensive evaluation that bridges food chemistry and public health perspectives. The findings are particularly relevant for developing regions, where traditional processing techniques dominate and food safety challenges remain significant. Overall, the work contributes meaningful data that can inform improved handling practices, preservation strategies, and regulatory policies aimed at enhancing seafood quality and consumer safety.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Title clarity and appropriateness: 4 (Good)
The title is specific and reflects the study content well, though it could be slightly streamlined for conciseness.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Abstract comprehensiveness: 4 (Good)
The abstract covers key elements (objective, methods, results, and conclusion), but it is somewhat dense and could benefit from clearer structuring.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords appropriateness: 3 (Satisfactory)
Keywords are relevant but limited; inclusion of more technical terms (e.g., “proximate composition,” “microbial analysis,” “fish preservation”) would improve discoverability.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Background information quality: 4 (Good)
The introduction provides sufficient context and rationale, though some sections are overly descriptive and could be more focused.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Clarity of objectives/hypotheses: 4 (Good)
The study objectives are stated, but they could be more explicitly framed as research questions or hypotheses.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Literature review relevance and currency: 4 (Good)
The cited literature is generally relevant and includes recent studies, though integration and critical comparison could be strengthened.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Appropriateness of methodology: 4 (Good)
The methods are generally suitable for the study; however, some procedural details require clarification for reproducibility.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Ethical considerations: N/A (Not Applicable)
No human or animal experimentation requiring ethical approval is evident.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Clarity of results presentation: 4 (Good)
Results are detailed and comprehensive, though the narrative could be more concise and better structured.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Quality of tables and figures: 4 (Good)
Tables are informative and relevant, but formatting and readability could be improved.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Discussion linkage to literature: 4 (Good)
The discussion relates findings to existing studies, though deeper critical analysis would enhance scientific contribution.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Support of conclusions by data: 4 (Good)
Conclusions are generally supported by the results, but some claims could be more cautiously phrased.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Discussion of limitations: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript lacks a clear and explicit section addressing study limitations.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Adequacy of references: 4 (Good)
References are sufficient and relevant, though a few additional high-impact sources could strengthen the manuscript.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Clarity of language: 3 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript is understandable but contains grammatical inconsistencies and improper phrasing that require careful editing.
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Is the title of the article suitable?
YES
The title adequately reflects the scope, study variables, and geographical context of the research. It clearly conveys the focus on nutrient quality and microbial load across different preservation methods.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
NO
While the abstract includes the main components of the study, it appears overly detailed in terms of numerical data and lacks a clear structural flow. It is recommended to condense the quantitative results and emphasize key findings, methodological approach, and the broader significance of the study in a more balanced and concise manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
YES (with minor concerns)
The study is generally scientifically sound, and the methodology applied is appropriate for the research objectives. However, certain sections would benefit from improved clarity and consistency, particularly in the description of experimental procedures and interpretation of results. Minor revisions in scientific expression and data presentation are recommended to enhance rigor and readability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript cites a reasonable number of relevant sources, including recent publications. The references adequately support the background and discussion, although further integration of high-impact or globally recognized studies could strengthen the manuscript.
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in the field of food science and public health, particularly within the context of fish preservation and safety in local markets. The study presents a reasonably comprehensive dataset covering proximate composition, fatty acid profiles, amino acid content, and microbial load, which adds value to its overall contribution. The findings may be of interest to researchers and policymakers concerned with food quality and post-harvest handling in developing regions.

However, the manuscript requires moderate revision before it can be considered for publication. The primary concerns relate to language clarity, organization of the abstract, and the absence of a clearly articulated limitations section. Additionally, some methodological descriptions and result interpretations would benefit from further refinement to ensure reproducibility and scientific precision.

Based on the current assessment, I recommend acceptance after minor to moderate revisions, provided that the authors address the issues related to clarity, structure, and critical discussion.

The manuscript demonstrates solid scientific value, particularly in its comprehensive assessment of nutritional composition and microbial quality under different preservation methods. The dataset is extensive and relevant, and the study addresses an important issue in food safety and post-harvest handling.
However, several aspects require improvement before the manuscript meets the standards of an international journal. These include language clarity, structural organization (especially the abstract), clearer articulation of methodological details, and the inclusion of a dedicated discussion on study limitations. Addressing these concerns would significantly enhance the overall quality, readability, and scientific rigor of the work.

The manuscript demonstrates solid scientific value, particularly in its comprehensive assessment of nutritional composition and microbial quality under different preservation methods. The dataset is extensive and relevant, and the study addresses an important issue in food safety and post-harvest handling.
However, several aspects require improvement before the manuscript meets the standards of an international journal. These include language clarity, structural organization (especially the abstract), clearer articulation of methodological details, and the inclusion of a dedicated discussion on study limitations. Addressing these concerns would significantly enhance the overall quality, readability, and scientific rigor of the work.
	




PART  3: 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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