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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.


	In this work, the authors provide a literature review on the new functionality of Spirulina and Chlorella as prebiotic compounds to regulate the gut-brain axis to protect the brain in Alzheimer disease, Parkinson disease, and Amyotrophic lateral sclerosis. The issue is up-to-date and topical, as the development of the neurodegenerative disorders-specific microbiota-targeted nutritional intervention gains more and more popularity. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	It is somewhat complete, and it is clear that the background, the scope, and the mechanistic focus of the review are well described, specifically, the role of Spirulina and Chlorella in the process of the gut-brain axis modulation during neurodegenerative diseases. It is able to highlight major biological pathways in which gut microbiota modulation, neuroinflammation and oxidative stress are important and this gives the reader a clear picture of the theme. Nevertheless, the abstract is not very clear in its methodology because it does not state how the literature was found and assessed, and has no clear distinction between preclinical and clinical evidence. Also, the conclusion somewhat over-emphasizes therapeutic implications considering the small sample size of human data and therefore, the abstract would have been more balanced and precise.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The idea of the manuscript is mostly scientifically correct, yet the execution is not scientifically rigorous to its full extent. It has no significant factual errors, but it represents conceptual overreach, lack of critical evaluation, and a certain scientific imprecision, which do not allow it to be said to be completely correct in a strict sense of the word.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally sufficient and largely up to date, with a strong emphasis on studies published between 2021 and 2025, which appropriately reflects the rapidly evolving nature of gut–brain axis and nutritional neuroscience research.
	

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


	Many grammatical mistakes, clumsy wording and inconsistencies in the typing can be found all over the manuscript. There are inconsistencies in capitalization, spacing, and formatting of scientific terms as well as tables. The captions of some figures and tables are too elaborate whereas some are not clear enough.

There is need to do substantial professional language editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The topic of investigation covered within the manuscript is timely and relevant to science as it discusses the neuroprotective role of Spirulina and Chlorella in the context of the gut -brain axis in neurodegenerative disorders. The theoretical basis of the review is adequate, and the authors prove the good knowledge of the current research trends, especially the gut microbiota modulation, neuroinflammation, oxidative stress, and the short-chain fatty acids-mediated mechanisms. 

In spite of these strengths, the review has a number of critical limitations that the scientific rigor of the review is influenced. Even though the paper is defined as a systematic review, the methodology is not described as per the standard procedure of the systematic evidence synthesis, as the transparency is not provided in the study selection, quality assessment, and risk-of-bias evaluation. Moreover, there are instances in which the story over interprets preclinical results, and then broadens them to therapeutic conclusions, lacking adequate clinical backup, especially with regards to Parkinsonism and ALS, where there is no human data available. The small and short-length of the clinical trials is not critically appraised in detail, which undermines the translational significance of the inferences. 

Overall, there is a scientific plausibility and informative level of the manuscript that needs extensive revision in order to enhance methodological clarity, critical balance, and conceptual specificity. A more reserved approach to the evidence, better division between preclinical and clinical results, and optimization of language would improve the review to a large extent. These revisions would allow the manuscript to have a significant impact on the literature, but as it stands, it should be submitted to reconsideration with an extensive revision rather than acceptance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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