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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 baseline data on the fatty acid profile of Arius arius from the Thoothukudi coast, filling a gap in region-specific nutritional research for Indian marine catfishes, which constitute 4-6% of landings. Its identification of high EPA (10.31%) and DHA (6.51%) levels highlights the species' potential as a dietary source of omega-3 PUFAs, supporting human health benefits like cardiovascular protection and brain development in coastal communities reliant on such fisheries. For the scientific community, it offers comparative insights against global marine fish studies, aiding aquaculture feed optimization, food science, and biochemical ecology amid climate-driven lipid variations. These findings also underscore A. arius' undervalued status, promoting its sustainable utilization in functional
foods and nutrition policy.
	



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
	The title precisely describes the species, method (GC-FID), and focus on fatty acid analysis, aligning with standard scientific naming conventions.
3
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	It covers aim, methods, key results with percentages, and nutritional implications comprehensively, though minor overlaps in fatty acid listings could be streamlined.
3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Terms like Arius arius, SFA, MUFA, PUFA, and FAME are directly relevant and searchable, aiding discoverability in fatty acid research.
3
	

	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
	The introduction provides sufficient context on fish nutrition, fatty acid roles, and A. arius in Indian fisheries, well-organized from general to specific.
3
	

	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
	The aim to "qualitatively characterize fatty acid composition... using capillary GC-FID" is clearly stated at the end of the introduction.
3
	

	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
	Citations span 1957-2024 on nutrition and comparisons, but some (e.g., Schuchardt 2008 on memory) seem mismatched, and more 2025- 2026 reviews could update it.
2
	

	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
	Folch extraction, BF3 methylation, and DB-23 GC-FID parameters match established protocols for fish lipids, ensuring reproducibility.
4
	

	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
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Table 1 lists fatty acids clearly with C:D notation and percentages; totals add up accurately, though figure description is brief.
2
	

	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
	Table 1 is relevant and necessary for data; Figure 1 (chromatogram) supports peak count, but lacks inclusion or detailed labeling.
2
	

	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
	Findings on SFA/MUFA/PUFA are effectively compared to studies like Özogul (2007) and Rasoarahona (2008), linking to diet and nutrition. 3
	

	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
	Claims of lipid diversity, EPA/DHA value, and nutritional significance are fully data-supported without overreach.
3
	

	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
	Needs Improvement. Unidentified peaks (17.71%) are noted briefly, but no deeper discussion of GC-FID limits (e.g., isomers) or sample size variability.
3
	

	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
	24 relevant sources (1957-2024) cover methods and comparisons sufficiently for a qualitative study, though some DOIs need verification.
4
	

	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
	Generally clear, but typos (e.g., "heotadecanoic," "arachidenic," "C20:2n6" for EPA) and awkward phrasing (e.g., 5-day reflux) hinder readability.
1
	



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.
	Yes
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Several errors include mislabeling EPA as C20:2n6 (should be C20:5n3), arachidonic as SFA (it's PUFA C20:4n6), inconsistent names (e.g., "cis- 10-heotadecanoic," "arachidenic"), and a non- standard 5-day BF3 reflux (typically 1-2 hours).
Suggestion: Correct notations, nomenclature, and methylation protocol per AOAC standards; verify peaks with standards or GC-MS.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
	



PART 3

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	[bookmark: _GoBack]The manuscript offers valuable baseline data on the fatty acid profile of Arius arius from Thoothukudi, with high EPA/DHA levels highlighting its nutritional potential for coastal fisheries. However, scientific accuracy needs attention: Table 1 mislabels EPA as C20:2n6 (correct: C20:5n3), arachidonic acid as SFA (correct: PUFA C20:4n6), and includes typos like "heotadecanoic" and "arachidenic." The 5-day BF3-methanol reflux for methylation deviates from standard AOAC protocols (typically 1-2 hours), risking incomplete esterification. Recommendations include verifying peak identities with standards or GC- MS, correcting notations, and tightening language for publication readiness. No ethical concerns noted; suitable for revision and acceptance post-
corrections.
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