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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The manuscript investigates the biochemical characterization of Spirulina microalgal powder, which is an important topic in functional food and pharmaceutical research. The work provides useful preliminary data on pigment composition, β-carotene, phenolic content, and antioxidant activity. However, the scientific novelty is limited because similar compositional studies have already been extensively reported. The manuscript would benefit from stronger analytical validation, improved discussion, and clearer demonstration of its unique contribution to the field.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The title appropriately reflects the study. However, it may overemphasize "potential applications" because no biological, pharmacological, or formulation studies were conducted to support these applications.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		3 (Satisfactory)



	The abstract summarizes the study but lacks sufficient methodological
details, statistical information.
Several blank spaces (β-carotene) should also be corrected.



	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs improvement)
 The methodology requires significant improvement. Complete HPLC method validation (accuracy, precision, recovery, LOD, LOQ, robustness), sample characterization, extraction efficiency, and identification of β-carotene should be included.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3 (Satisfactory)

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		2 (Needs Improvement)



	The manuscript does not adequately discuss study limitations. 
Limitations regarding sample source, absence of phycocyanin analysis, limited antioxidant assays, and lack of biological validation should be acknowledged.



	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
		2 (Needs Improvement)



	The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, inconsistent terminology, incomplete equations, and formatting issues. Thorough English language editing is required before publication.



	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
Comment:
The title appropriately reflects the study. However, replacing "potential applications" with "potential for applications" or moderating the claim would better reflect the scope of the presented data.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
Comment:
The abstract should include clearer methodological information, statistical analysis, sample size, and major quantitative findings. Missing β-carotene symbols and incomplete text should also be corrected.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
Comment:
Although the analytical experiments were appropriately selected, the manuscript requires major scientific improvements. The HPLC method lacks comprehensive validation, β-carotene identification is based only on retention time, statistical analysis is weak, phycocyanin analysis is absent, study limitations are not discussed, and the conclusions overstate pharmaceutical applications without supporting biological evidence.

Several methodological deficiencies remain, particularly the absence of comprehensive analytical validation, limited statistical analysis, inadequate discussion of limitations, and overstated conclusions. In its present form, the manuscript requires substantial revision before it can be considered for publication.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
Comment:
The manuscript includes several recent references. Nevertheless, incorporating additional studies related to Spirulina metabolomics, analytical standardization, and pharmaceutical applications published during 2024–2026 would strengthen the discussion.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
No apparent ethical concerns were identified in this laboratory-based analytical study.
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