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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 paper makes an important contribution to the scientific community by presenting the results of a systematic survey of red algae (Rhodophyta) along the coast between Tukra and Tolmetha, Libya, specifically documenting eleven species. These findings are valuable because they provide baseline knowledge of Rhodophyta diversity in northeastern Libya, which can serve as an important reference for monitoring marine ecosystems in the region. Ecologically, this study is crucial because macroalgae play a significant role in primary production, nutrient cycling, benthic habitat stabilization, and serve as indicators of good environmental quality. Therefore, the data presented provide a strong scientific foundation for future ecological, biogeographic, and economic studies of Rhodophyta in the Mediterranean region.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Alternative Title

"Checklist of Marine Red Algae (Rhodophyta) in the Coasts of Tukra and Tolmetha, Libya"

(Main idea: Remove the lengthy phrase "Preliminary Checklist Study" and replace it with the more concise "Checklist" or "Checklist," while also removing the potentially unnecessary "III:" serial marker).
	

	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.


	In general, the abstract should cover the objectives, methods, main results (number of species), and significance of the findings. However, to improve quality, here are some suggestions for additions and a brief review:

1. Objectives: State the lack of current data or comprehensive studies on macroalgae on the Libyan coast. This will strengthen the scientific justification of the study.

2. Results (Main Body of the Abstract): In addition to Florideophyceae, state the number of families represented.

3. Conclusions: Relate the findings directly to ecological significance, e.g., algae serve as important indicators of coastal health and provide insights into the conservation status of marine biodiversity in northeastern Libya.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript appears to be scientifically sound, based on the available components. Here are the general reasons:

1. Appropriate Scientific Structure: The manuscript uses a standard format for scientific studies (Abstract, Keywords, Introduction, etc.) and has a very specific title (Preliminary Checklist Study, Rhodophyta, Location).

2. Valid Classification: The red algae are correctly classified as Rhodophyta and further taxonomic identification (class Florideophyceae and orders Gigartinales, Cryptonemiales, Ceramiales) is in accordance with the taxonomic system.

3. Appropriate Methodology: The method used, namely identification based on "detailed morphological and anatomical characteristics," is the standard and most fundamental method for algal checklist studies.

4. Research Relevance: The objective, which is to document biodiversity in a data-scarce region (the Libyan Coast), provides a relevant and important contribution to the baseline knowledge of Mediterranean ecosystems.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall, this manuscript's reference list is adequate for a checklist study in phycology (the study of algae), but there are several aspects that require attention regarding recency. The article deals with the use of molecular barcoding, but many modern molecular and phylogenetic references are still dated 2010 and should be updated and up-to-date.
	

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


	Overall, the scientific message is well conveyed. However, the manuscript needs professional editing by a native English speaker familiar with scientific terminology (especially phycology) to:

1. Correct errors in the terminology "moss."

2. Improve the fluency and syntax of the sentences, especially in the Results and Discussion sections.

3. Ensure consistency of grammar and punctuation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript is a solid and important taxonomic contribution to filling data gaps on the Libyan coast, but some overall improvements are needed. Specifically, the authors should correct the consistent use of the term "moss" for "algae" or "seaweed" throughout the text, as this is a fundamental terminological error. Furthermore, the Discussion section should be expanded beyond taxa descriptions to address the ecological and biogeographic patterns of the findings in more depth, such as analyzing factors that cause variation in species richness between stations (e.g., substrate or hydrological conditions) and the ecological significance of consistently found species. Visual quality, particularly of microscopic figures, should be optimized to ensure clarity of complex anatomical structures. Finally, while historical references are excellent, incorporating more recent phylogenetic and molecular literature would support the recommendation for DNA barcoding in the Conclusion section and provide more contemporary taxonomic validation.
This manuscript provides an important scientific contribution as a baseline knowledge base for Rhodophyte diversity in an underrepresented region of the Mediterranean. However, the manuscript has substantial and serious deficiencies in writing quality and procedural integrity that require extensive revision before acceptance for publication.
1. Key Points Underlying the Assessment: Quality of Language and Terminology: The repeated use of incorrect terms ("moss" for algae) constitutes a fundamental terminological error that should be consistently corrected throughout the manuscript. Furthermore, taxonomic descriptive sentences are often clumsy, awkward, or syntactically imprecise, which impacts scientific communication.

Need for Expanded Analysis: The Discussion section should be expanded to not only list taxa but also analyze ecological patterns (e.g., why Corallina officinalis is consistently present across all stations) and factors influencing variation in species richness.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No explicit ethical violations (such as data falsification or conflicts of interest) can be detected from this excerpt. 
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