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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 study is of importance to researchers in pharmacology, nutraceuticals, marine biotechnology, and endocrinology. It consolidates fragmented evidence on phlorotannins as emerging antidiabetic agents, highlighting a promising alternative to synthetic drugs. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable. However, i will suggest a restructuring to a more specific title based on the content "The Antidiabetic Potential of Phlorotannins from Brown Seaweeds: A Review of Mechanisms, Evidence, and Translational Challenges."


	

	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 generally comprehensive but can be improved.

· Clearly state that this is a review article in the first sentence.

· Briefly mention the main conclusion regarding the key challenge (e.g., "Despite promising preclinical data, clinical translation is primarily hindered by low systemic bioavailability.").

· The phrase "modulation of insulin signal transduction" should be made simpler. Consider more specific language like "enhancing insulin signaling pathways."

· Rephrase "They have been found in vitro to have the capacity...". Use "In vitro studies demonstrate their capacity...”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is not scientifically incorrect, but it is scientifically limited by its structure and lack of proper synthesis.

Some major concerns are:

1. The manuscript lists study findings (for instance, "X compound showed inhibition with IC50 of Y") but fails to provide a critical synthesis. Where are the comparisons? What patterns emerge across studies regarding potency relative to standard drugs (like acarbose)? A critical review should discuss “why” results differ between studies (like, extraction methods, algal species, compound purity).

2. The clinical trials section (Section 5) is the manuscript's weakest part. It merely reports outcomes without critical appraisal. The study by Murray et al. (2018) found no significant effect, yet it is reported neutrally. This conflicting evidence must be discussed critically. What might explain the disparity between promising animal data and mixed human results? Dose, bioavailability, study population?

3. There are also some illogical structure and redundancy:

· Section 2 ("PHLOROTANNINS IN ANTIDIABETIC PRECLINICAL AND CLINICAL STUDIES") is largely a general introduction to diabetes and its treatment. This content should be integrated into or replace part of the actual Introduction.

· Introduction (section 1) and the beginning of Section 2 are redundant. Streamline.

4. The conclusion states phlorotannins offer a "promising avenue" but does not adequately weight this against the significant, clearly listed hurdles (poor bioavailability, limited clinical proof). The tone should be more balanced.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient, the mix is adequate, with a core of key older papers and many references from the last 5 years.


	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication but requires thorough proofreading to correct grammatical errors, improve sentence flow, and adopt a more formal, critical academic tone.

Some example for correction:

· "Phlorotannins, marine polyphenols, act as antidiabetic agents by... modulation of insulin signal transduction." to "Phlorotannins are marine polyphenols that exert antidiabetic effects by modulating insulin signal transduction..."

· "This review offers a widespread overview..." to "This review provides a comprehensive overview..."

· Numerous minor punctuation and article errors exist throughout where the "the," "a" are missing.


	

	Optional/General comments
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	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 detail)

None
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