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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the 
manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. 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. Why do you 
like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 
 

  

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

  

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. 

  

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

  

Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific 
correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this 
manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A 
minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part. 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 

1) Introduction:  It is well written. 

2) Aim and Objectives: Aim and objectives are clearly focused and explained. 

3) Methodology: In this section, A statement of identification of fish sample is needed.  

                        In sample collection section, the author should write sample collection  

                        and preparation.  Reference is needed for the sample preparation. 

                       Proper reference for the determination of vitamin and antinutrient 

                       Composition should be cited in the manuscript. 

                      In statistical analysis section check your format and the space gap. 

4) Result: In result section, it will be better if the author represents these data in a 

             graphical form and mention the significance level in graph.  

5) Discussion: Discussion part has been written properly. Proper explanation            

                          also has been given. Correct the fiber spelling.  

The research work is good and has a good impact on quality assessment of fish samples. I suggest making 

revisions of the manuscript in connection with the comments above and recommend for publication. 
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