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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.


	As metabolic disorders continue to rise globally, this work offers a timely scientific framework for leveraging algal-derived polysaccharides in functional foods and nutraceutical development. Importantly, it identifies key mechanistic pathways and translational gaps, thereby guiding future experimental and clinical research aimed at developing gut-directed nutritional or therapeutic strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable; however, it is quite long and descriptive.
Suggested alternative title: Fucoidans and Ulvans: Mechanistic Insights into Algal Polysaccharide Modulation of the Gut–Metabolic Axis
	

	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.


	Mention this as a narrative review at the beginning. Also, reduce redundancy like repetition of the mechanistic or signalling pathway. Add a line on applications. Acknowledge limitations as data is mostly from in vitro or animal studies and limited human studies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and largely accurate. The manuscript occasionally overstates translational implications, as many conclusions are based predominantly on preclinical data, with limited confirmation from human clinical trials. With more cautious use of words, scientific correctness can be maintained.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No major revisions to the reference list are required; however, referring a few high-impact clinical or translational reviews would further strengthen the manuscript
	

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


	The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, typographical mistakes, and inconsistent terminology
	

	Optional/General comments


	1) The review largely summarizes findings without sufficient critical evaluation of study quality, limitations, or inconsistencies across models (in vitro vs. animal vs. human).
2) While described as a narrative review, the methodology section adopts language associated with systematic reviews (e.g., “guidelines,” “systematically searched,” inclusion/exclusion criteria).

3) Several concepts (e.g., metabolic endotoxemia, SCFAs, NF-κB/MAPK signaling) are repeated across multiple sections with overlapping explanations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are apparent in this manuscript.
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