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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)

No AI tools were used in the preparation of the review of this article

	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 provides information about the biomass composition of the microalga Cystoseira trinodis, which complements other similar articles published in recent years in the context of the application of macroalgal biomass for human consumption.
The article highlights the nutraceutical potential of the macroalga Cystoseira trinodis. 

The study emphasizes the importance of aquaculture for food production in coastal areas. 

The results obtained are significant not only for the collection regions (Okha and Sikka) but also for all areas where this macroalga is native or can be cultivated."
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The article title is suitable, accurately reflecting the content of the text and summarizing the main findings of the study
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive; however, it should present more quantitative results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The objectives were well presented, and the methods used allowed for achieving these objectives. The structure of the text is good, and the technical language was correctly employed. This leads me to consider the article scientifically accurate. The methods used for the collection, preparation, and identification of the macroalga (Jha et al., 2009), as well as for the preparation of the powder (Patel et al., 2024), and the analytical procedures (AOAC, 2000), are appropriate. Analytical techniques such as ICP-OES and ICP-MS were also employed. All these methods are consistent with the study’s objectives and meet scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A total of 16 references were used, ranging from the year 2000 to 2024. The references are recent, with seven published within the last five years, which seems sufficient for the study. I would only suggest including two additional recent studies:

· Machado et al., “Amino Acid Profile and Protein Quality Assessment of Macroalgae Produced in an Integrated Multi-Trophic Aquaculture System,” Foods 2020, 9(10), 1382; https://doi.org/10.3390/foods9101382
· Pereira et al., “Seaweed Proteins: A Step towards Sustainability?” Nutrients 2024, 16(8), 1123; https://doi.org/10.3390/nu16081123
	

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


	Yes, the article appropriately uses English language expressions and technical terms relevant to the study.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors should also verify the publication year of the AOAC reference, as both 2000 and 2001 appear in the text, while only 2001 is listed in the references.
It is recommended to include the temperatures recorded during the macroalga collection period, as this factor can affect the biomass composition.
In the conclusion, I suggest removing the term “substantial” when referring to protein and fat content, as these were 10% and 5%, respectively—values not considered high when compared to other macroalgal protein sources. For instance, Pereira et al. (2024) reported values ranging from 11% to 32%. See the study: "Seaweed Proteins: A Step towards Sustainability?" Nutrients 2024, 16(8), 1123. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu16081123.
I also recommend consulting the article: "Amino Acid Profile and Protein Quality Assessment of Macroalgae Produced in an Integrated Multi-Trophic Aquaculture System," Foods 2020, 9(10), 1382, for comparative purposes. https://doi.org/10.3390/foods9101382
Was any microbiological analysis conducted? This aspect should be addressed, as the authors conclude that the biomass can be used as a food supplement for humans.

Finally, both the abstract and the conclusion could benefit from including numerical data regarding the macroalgal biomass composition, allowing the reader to grasp the main findings without having to read the full article. 
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