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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.
	The comprehensive assessment of proximate composition, total amino acids, minerals, and fat-soluble vitamins expands the available knowledge on the nutritional contribution of these aquatic resources. In particular, the findings emphasize the importance of small indigenous freshwater fishes as potentially valuable sources of nutrients for human consumption. The study therefore provides useful baseline data for future research on fish nutrition, food security, and the sustainable utilization of freshwater resources.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	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 – Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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


	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2 – Needs Improvement

This is one of the manuscript's main weaknesses. There is no sufficiently explicit discussion of the study's limitations, such as the small number of individuals per species (n = 5), sampling in a single area/environment, and the lack of more detailed information on factors that may influence nutritional composition.

	

	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
	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
	4
	




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. The title is clear and appropriate for the scope of the study. It accurately indicates that the manuscript evaluates the nutritional quality of freshwater carps, indigenous fishes, and prawn from Tamil Nadu, India.
	

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

	NO. The abstract generally presents the objective, species groups, nutritional parameters evaluated, and main conclusions. However, some numerical information should be carefully checked for consistency with the results and tables, particularly the protein range reported for indigenous fishes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. The study is scientifically relevant and the analytical methods are generally appropriate; however, some aspects require clarification or correction before publication. In particular, numerical inconsistencies should be verified, the statistical treatment of the data should be better described, and the limitations of the sampling design should be discussed.

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and provides useful information on the nutritional composition of freshwater fish species and shrimp common in Tamil Nadu, India. However, several issues must be addressed prior to publication. In particular, numerical inconsistencies between the abstract and the results/tables need to be corrected, the statistical analysis requires clearer description, and the limitations of the sampling design should be discussed. Some values ​​presented in the tables also require careful verification for consistency. Furthermore, the authors should clarify whether ethical approval was required for the use of animal specimens and, if applicable, provide relevant details regarding such approval and cite any regulations validating this information. Overall, I believe the manuscript has the potential for publication following appropriate revisions.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The manuscript contains relevant references covering fish nutritional composition, analytical procedures, minerals, vitamins, and previous studies on the species evaluated. However, the reference list could be further strengthened by incorporating additional recent studies, particularly on the nutritional composition of freshwater fishes and indigenous species.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. No ethical issues involving human participants or personal data were identified in this manuscript. The study is based on the collection and laboratory analysis of freshwater fish and prawn specimens.
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