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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

L. 11-30, In Introduction, I didn’t find any
descriptions about the samples, catfish and Tilapia. It
should be described more detail as related to the
purpose of this study.

L. 34, What kind of fishes should be mentioned here
in detail, included species, weight and size...

L. 45-48, For the smoked treatment, What is the
processing method and the moisture content of the
product?

L. 55-60, The odour, flavour, and texture of processed
fish were evaluated. However, taste instead of
flavour was mentioned in L. 94.1 don’t understand
how could the authors transfer these three items to
freshness. I didn’t find any descriptions in the
manuscript.

L.104-105, “it can be assumed that...air”. Why the
authors could assumed that?

L.106-107, What is the content of the magnesium
chloride as impurities in the salt the authors used?
L.112,124,133,152, 167, “significant” term existed.
However, I didn’t see the used statistic method in the
manuscript.

L. 113-116, Chrysichthysnigrodigitatus ...the content
0f 0.1-0.9%(Love 1988). I suggest that the authors
should provide the lipids content of this two fishes
used in this study.

L.168-170, The slightly higher....processing process.
What is the evidence for the authors to assume this
reason?
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L. 203- 240, References should be corrected and
rearranged to fit the style of the Journal.

Besides, Twelve cited papers in the manuscript were
wrong or not listed in the references.

In Table 1. Why the contents of trace metal in three
processed fishes were almost equal? How many
samples were analysed in the study?

Minor REVISION comments

L. 30, Wrong sentence.

L. 71, What are the conditions?

L. 76=77, What are the N1 and N2?

L. 192-193, The optimum storage period... 4-5 weeks. |
don’t think the term “optimum” in here is proper.

For the figures, I suggest the authors should not combine
two figures as “Figure 2&3”. The way like Figure 2,
including a & b, is acceptable. Besides, the title should be
rewritten.

Optional /General comments

L. 74, [ don’t understand why dried here?
L. 80-81, Reagents....analysis. Is this correct?
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