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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

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. 
 

The study developed a seaweed enriched milkfish sausage. The study has a great potential 
(basis) in value addition strategies to the currently commercialized fishery products. Based on 
the introduction, most sausages are made from surimi products. In the industry, surimi is 
sourced from low-value fish (cost effective). I am concerned (cost) about using milkfish, which 
is a high-value fish, in this product development. I hope the authors can provide more insights 
on why they have chosen milkfish as their main protein source. Or if there is a currently 
commercialized milkfish sausage, it would be better to mention it in the introduction and then 
mention on enriching it with seaweeds to improve the nutritional content of the product.  

 

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

 

Yes (But please include a statement in the introduction mentioning about chorizo 
Sausage (chorizo in the Philippines) is the outcome of combining appropriate ingredients in precise 
proportions, alongside a well-defined structure and regulated production methods, with its quality 
consistently mirroring the condition of the raw materials and the manufacturing process. We want the 
readers to be familiar with the terms we are using in this study. 
 

 

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. 

 

Yes, please add 
The research aimed to assess how varying percentages of seaweed gel affect the sensory 
attributes of Milkfish Sausage (Chorizo). 

 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

Yes  

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. 

The study was able to evaluate the reproducibility and acceptability of the milkfish sausage. 
They also did basic microbial and nutritional analysis which validates a safe and healthy 
product.  
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Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
- 

yes  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

 
The paper is written that is easy to follow and understand. There are a few typos on the paper and 
scientific name notation mistakes. 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
PART  2:  

 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. 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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