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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript contains a study that can help identify the cooking method that least alters the quality of freshwater fish. This information is of the utmost importance since fish in many countries is a primary source of protein and essential fatty acids that help metabolism function properly.

It is important to emphasize that freshwater fish have an accelerated deterioration process, and this aspect should be viewed with the utmost importance. Therefore, it would be important to state in the manuscript whether the fish were purchased from fishermen or resellers, how long they were kept after being caught and what methods were used to slow down the changes, which could guarantee the preservation of quality (bearing in mind that collagen (derived from an amino acid and which can also act as an enzyme) could act quickly and reduce the concentration of proteins and fatty acids).
	

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

	The title isn't good enough.
I would suggest the following title: Evaluation of the effect of different cooking methods on the nutritional quality of the freshwater fish Nemacheilus botia.

I make this suggestion because when I read the manuscript I realized that the author's aim is to assess which method is the best for preserving nutritional quality and, generally speaking, the closer it is to the recommended concentrations or to the raw fish, the less effect the cooking method has and this can automatically be the main suggestion for communities to apply in order to achieve greater assimilation of nutrients.
	

	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.

	For me, the article doesn't have a well-structured abstract, it doesn't have writing that readers can understand. I suggest removing some of the introductory parts and the authors should focus more on the materials and methods, the conditions under which the samples were collected and stored before cooking, the parameters determined, the results obtained, the temperature and time for each cooking method used, the software used to produce the graphs and, in the conclusion, try to show which cooking method gave the best results overall, looking at the quality before the methods were applied.

The summary contains a lot of important information, but some of it is hidden. I would suggest that the authors include a description of the binomial time and temperature for each cooking method, the variables determined and their methods, the software used to process the data, the results obtained and finally the results. These items can help to fully understand the objective, steps, results and conclusions reached by the researchers. I would also suggest removing the scientific name of the type of fish from the keywords, respecting the elaboration rule.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, but there was a lack of discussion of the results with other authors

In scientific terms, the manuscript was well-written, but there was one important point missing from the results: there wasn't enough discussion of the results in relation to similar studies, which takes some of the weight off the relevance of the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes.
	

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

	Yes.

I've found that English is very good for writing research papers.
	

	Optional/General comments

	
The authors should review the methodological aspects of the manuscript, as there were many omissions, especially in the preparation and cooking stages and in the materials, equipment and their references, e.g. spectrophotometer, but there is no reference or brand.

This information can help other authors in other studies to understand and replicate their studies, understand the relevance of using specific materials, discuss the results according to the sensitivity of the equipment or method of holding the component.

	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)
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