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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents an important study investigating the effects of different urea fertilizer doses on the survival and growth of Sargassum sp., a brown macroalgae with significant ecological and commercial potential in Indonesia. While the topic is relevant and timely, several critical issues must be addressed to improve the scientific rigor, clarity, and impact of the manuscript:
Major Comments: 

1. Scientific Rigor and Experimental Design: The experimental duration (15 days) appears to be short for observing meaningful growth trends in Sargassum. Please justify this duration or consider discussing its limitation in the manuscript. The selection of fertilizer doses (0.01–0.075 ppm) seems very low. Was this based on prior studies or preliminary trials? Clarify how these concentrations were chosen. The reported decrease in weight and size across all treatments suggests stress rather than growth; further discussion is needed to assess whether urea fertilization is a suitable method under the given conditions.

2. Statistical Analysis and Interpretation: The manuscript repeatedly mentions "non-significant" ANOVA results, yet goes on to interpret trends from polynomial regression. These interpretations should be tempered or statistically validated with proper post-hoc tests. The reporting of R² values without confidence intervals or p-values may overstate the strength of the relationship. Please include more robust statistical interpretation.

3. Presentation and Structure: The manuscript is excessively long and contains repetitive sections. The results and discussion sections especially need condensation and clearer subheadings. There are several grammatical and typographical issues throughout the manuscript. A thorough language editing is strongly recommended to enhance readability

4. Scientific Content and Conclusion: The conclusion that Sargassum uses nitrogen for survival and not for growth needs to be substantiated with physiological or biochemical data (e.g., chlorophyll content, N assimilation). The mention of ice-ice disease is interesting, but it is speculative without supporting microbial or histological data. Please clarify or remove unless substantiated.

Minor Comments: Correct botanical nomenclature formatting throughout the text (e.g., Sargassum sp. should be italicized). Clarify if Ulva sp. was used or mistakenly mentioned, as the focus is on Sargassum sp. In the abstract, avoid overly vague statements like “beauty of N absorption” – use precise scientific language.

The study has potential but requires significant revision in experimental justification, data interpretation, manuscript structure, and language. Addressing these concerns will greatly improve the scientific quality and readability of the manuscript.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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)


	


Reviewer details:

Ajay Kumar, Central Institute of Fisheries Education, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

