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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, as all the treatments are not based on Seaweed extract, how can you justify the title.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, mentioning treatment details would have been better in Abstract 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Correct but several mistakes are there. Like in materials and methods T2 has not mentioned properly. T1= Command? so go through the manuscript again and check it properly
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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You can publish this paper but after several typographical corrections.
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