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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.


	This review is important because it synthesizes recent scientific findings on seafood's nutritional and health benefits, detailing its biochemical makeup. It validates dietary recommendations, underscores seafood's role in addressing nutrient deficiencies, and supports its crucial impact on cardiovascular, cognitive, and overall human health. This work is a key resource for future research and public health initiatives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "Nutritional and Health benefits of Seafood to Human: A Review," is perfectly suitable. It's clear, concise, and accurately reflects the content of the review. It immediately tells the reader what the article is about.

I don't think an alternative title is necessary as this one is effective.


	

	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.


	The abstract is already quite good and effective in summarizing the article. The suggestions I offered earlier were mostly minor refinements to make it even stronger for a very specific scientific audience, perhaps for a high-impact journal where every nuance matters.
Advice: Please use more understandable words for explaining the real advantages when human consumption.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct in its broad claims and interpretations. The information presented aligns with established scientific consensus regarding the nutritional composition and health benefits of seafood.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sufficiency and recency of references in the manuscript are generally good for a review article of this scope.
	

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


	The manuscript's English quality is acceptable for scholarly communication, especially if the journal provides copyediting. The meaning is clear, and the scientific content is correct. However, to elevate it to a highly polished and professional standard expected in top-tier journals, a thorough English language edit focusing on conciseness, grammatical precision (especially subject-verb agreement and article usage), and eliminating minor redundancies would be highly beneficial. NOT GOOD AS NATIVE BUT UNDERSTANDABLE.
	

	Optional/General comments


	PLEASE READ ALL OF MANUSCRIPT AND REVISE THE LANGUAGE. This is a common issue for many non-native English speakers writing scientific papers, and it's easily remediable with careful proofreading or professional editing.
IMPORTANT: **Please focus on expanding your tables, creating a compelling original figure, and elevating the entire text to native English fluency.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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