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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.


	This manuscript describes a rapidly expanding and highly interdisciplinary field that merges marine biotechnology, natural product chemistry, and global health policy. The work is significant because it systematically reviews progress from 2010 to 2025, highlighting the evolving role of ocean-derived compounds in drug discovery. It synthesizes data from chemical, pharmacological, and technological perspectives, illustrating how marine organisms contribute to oncology, anti-infective, and pain management therapeutics. The discussion of sustainable sourcing, biotechnological innovations, and global health implications provides valuable insight for policymakers, researchers, and industrial stakeholders seeking environmentally responsible drug discovery pipelines.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the scope and objectives of the paper. It captures both the thematic breadth (marine biotechnology) and the specific focus (blue pharmaceuticals and their global health relevance). Therefore, in my own view is suitable and informative even though some minor refinement can still make it better like this: “Marine Biotechnology and Blue Pharmaceuticals: Progress, Prospects, and Global Health Implications”

	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured, summarizing the review’s scope, main findings and identified gaps. It effectively outlines the period covered (2010–2025) and key challenges such as sustainable supply and biotechnological innovation.
However, some specific improvements could increase its readability and impact, example:
i. Simplify complex sentences for easier comprehension 

ii. Include 1–2 specific examples (e.g., 13 FDA-approved marine drugs including Ziconotide and Eribulin) to illustrate impact.

iii. End with a stronger concluding statement emphasizing the forward-looking contribution of the review.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, demonstrating accurate and up-to-date referencing of peer-reviewed sources (including 2023–2025 literature). The methodology for the systematic review is clearly described and aligns with accepted academic standards. Data interpretation is logical and consistent with current knowledge of marine-derived drug development and biotechnology.
However, a few adjustments could be made to improve it. For instance: 
i. More quantitative contents (e.g., number of compounds screened, percentage advancing to trials).

ii. Consistency in chemical naming and units (minor typographical issues appear in Table 1 and chemical formula formatting).

iii. Avoid duplication in “language bias” discussion, which appears twice in section 2.1.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is excellent in scope, currency, and diversity—covering classical sources (e.g., Bergmann and Feeney, 1951) and cutting-edge 2024–2025 publications. References adequately support all claims.
Optional additions that could enhance the review; like:
A reference discussing blue economy policy frameworks (e.g., UN Ocean Decade or OECD Blue Economy Report 2024).

	

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


	The English is generally strong and scholarly, but a few sections contain long, complex sentences that need concise restructuring. Minor grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., misplaced commas, spacing errors, capitalization of “Marine Natural Products”) should be corrected. The tone is appropriate for a scientific review, but editing for flow and readability—especially in the Introduction and Methodology—would enhance clarity
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures and tables are relevant, but Figure captions should be more descriptive for stand-alone interpretation.

Generally the manuscript is of high quality, scientifically sound, and suitable for publication after minor improvements to clarity, conciseness, and minor formatting
	


	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:

Ekarika JOHNSON, Nigeria
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


