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	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 study contributes valuable data to the expanding corpus of studies on marine algae as possible sources of bioactive substances. The work contributes to highlighting the variety of natural chemicals present in marine ecosystems and their potential therapeutic applications by investigating the little-studied red seaweed Acanthophora nayadiformis. Researchers studying natural product chemistry and biotechnology will find this work useful as the comprehensive GC–MS profiling identifies chemicals with potential anticancer, antibacterial, and antioxidant properties. All things considered, it provides valuable baseline information for next studies on drug development originating from marine sources.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title as it is now is instructive and pertinent to the research. It could be made a little more formal and explicit, though. I would recommend making the following changes:

The proposed title is "GC–MS Profiling and Identification of Bioactive Compounds from the Marine Red Seaweed Acanthophora nayadiformis Ethanolic Extract."

This updated version succinctly highlights the biological focus as well as the analytical methodology.
	

	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 goal, procedures, and key findings are all clearly presented in this well-structured abstract. It provides an excellent synopsis of the study. To make it even better:

To help readers understand the scope, you could include the number of compounds found.

For more accuracy, it would be more accurate to reword the statement "The identified compounds are reported to display..." as "The recognized compounds have previously been reported to exhibit."

A quick statement highlighting the originality of your work (for instance, mentioning that this is the first GC–MS profile of A. nayadiformis from the Red Sea) could be an excellent way to wrap up the abstract.

The abstract would become stronger and more interesting with these few changes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental strategy employing GC-MS is suitable, and the manuscript seems to be of a sound scientific nature. The findings are clearly described and backed up by pertinent research. Here are some areas where the study could be strengthened:

Mention if statistical validation was applied or if the GC-MS analysis was carried out in repeats.

Indicate whether or not compounds with a peak area of less than 1% were included in the analysis.

If at all possible, include a brief explanation of the methodology used to assess the confidence in compound identification (e.g., utilizing match scores from the NIST or Wiley libraries).

The process would be more transparent and repeatable with these specifics.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The majority of the citations in the reference list are current and pertinent. Good connection with current research is demonstrated by the inclusion of papers from 2021–2024. To improve it more, you could:

To put your findings in a larger context, including one or two references that compare related studies on other red seaweeds (such as Gracilaria or Gelidiella).

Verify formatting again for consistency; some items include duplicated DOI information or extra punctuation.

All things considered, the citations are relevant and demonstrate a strong body of related work.
	

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


	The writing is generally well-written and the language is clear and intelligible. The manuscript can be polished with just a few minor grammatical corrections. For example:

It would be better to say "to identify its potential medicinal uses" instead of "finds potentials medicinal uses."

To make a couple sentences easier to read, they may be shorter.

Keep your tense constant while discussing findings and discussions; utilize the past or present tense.

The work would become more polished and fluid with these minor changes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The statistics and tables are clear and instructive. The GC-MS chromatogram is very useful for illustrating the results. Here are some ideas to improve the presentation:For clarity, you may include a straightforward flowchart that outlines the extraction and analysis procedures.The debate could be easier to follow if it were divided into subheadings, such as "Fatty acids," "Terpenoids," "Steroidal compounds," etc.Although you could briefly discuss potential uses (such as in pharmaceuticals or nutraceuticals) and future research avenues (such as the isolation and biological testing of specific substances), the conclusion is sound.These improvements would make the paper easier to read and give it a more polished appearance.
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