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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 (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.
	The manuscript addresses a critical topic in food science but requires revisions to ensure accuracy, clarity, and scholarly rigor. Addressing these issues will enhance its contribution to the field.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	· First, the abstract seems to set up the topic well, mentioning the importance of oxidative stability, lipid degradation mechanisms, and factors affecting stability. Keywords like "Oxidative stability" and "Quality Preservation" overlap thematically.

· "Reputative frying" → "Repetitive frying" (Abstract).

fatty acids" → "Fatty acids are categorized by chain length and saturation level."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the review is comprehensive but needs thorough proofreading, correction of citation dates, and more precise language. The scientific content is solid, but the presentation issues could undermine its credibility. The authors should also ensure that all claims, especially regarding health risks, are backed by robust references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Replace future-dated references with published studies or clarify if preprints.

The references section has multiple entries with "n.d." (no date) and future publication years, These need proper dates or should be replaced with existing sources. Additionally, some citations in the text don't match the references, like Falade et al., 2025, which isn't listed in the references.
	

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


	The manuscript addresses a critical topic in food science but exhibits several language-related issues that need refinement to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
Proofreading: Engage a native English speaker or professional editor to address grammatical errors and improve readability.

Simplify Language: Break down complex sentences (e.g., "The findings from (Pardeshi, 2020) data evidently show..." → "Pardeshi (2020) demonstrated that...").

Define Acronyms: Spell out all technical terms (e.g., PV = Peroxide Value) on first use.

Validate References: Replace placeholder citations (e.g., 2025, n.d.) with peer-reviewed, published sources.

Enhance Flow: Use subheadings and transitional phrases to guide readers through sections (e.g., "In contrast," "Furthermore").


	

	Optional/General comments


	Recommendations for Revision

1. Correct Citations: Replace future-dated references with published studies or clarify if preprints.

2. Address Contradictions: Reconcile conflicting data on specific gravity and oxidation pathways.

3. Strengthen Health Claims: Add references for oxidative byproducts' health impacts (e.g., acrylamide, trans fats).

4. Expand Technical Details: Include quantitative comparisons of frying techniques (e.g., cost, energy use).

5. Proofreading: Resolve grammatical errors and improve readability.

6. Simplify long sentences (e.g., "The human body utilizes dietary oils...").

7. Use active voice: "The study recommends..." instead of "It is recommended by the study..."

8. Discuss synergistic effects of natural-synthetic blends (e.g., tocopherols + TBHQ) and regulatory limits for synthetics.
Overall, the review is comprehensive but needs thorough proofreading, correction of citation dates, and more precise language. The scientific content is solid, but the presentation issues could undermine its credibility. The authors should also ensure that all claims, especially regarding health risks, are backed by robust references.

The manuscript addresses a critical topic in food science but requires revisions to ensure accuracy, clarity, and scholarly rigor. Addressing these issues will enhance its contribution to the field.
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	Author’s Feedback (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 details)
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