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Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
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his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

In-text citations should be numbered in brackets and listed consecutively in the
reference list

It should be stated in the text that Padjadjaran University is in Indonesia

The English language of the manuscript requires polishing, preferably by a native
English speaker because some sentences are difficult to understand. For example
“Tilapia is known as white flesh fish which is very resistant to environmental
changes because it contains dense and thick meat that has the potential to become
a source of raw materials for the processing industry that is managed” and
“Freshwater pomfret has a savory and tasty meat taste, although there are enough
thorns in the meat”. The text also contains a number of spelling mistakes.

For Section 3.3, which is the only part which contains any science within this
manuscript, the authors state “Chemical tests conducted on Eomuk with different
freshwater fish raw materials” but Table 4 only presents data for red tilapia! Where is
the other data? Please present data for all 3 species. The following sections are very
weak without comparative data.

It is very difficult to understand what the authors mean by “Decision making on the
value of the alternative weight”. It appears to be some weighting system but the
logic behind it is not properly explained.
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