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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.
	This study addresses two critical global public health concerns: the escalation of antimicrobial resistance (AMR) among foodborne bacterial pathogens, specifically extended-spectrum β-lactamase (ESBL) producers and biofilm formers isolated from meat products, and the search for novel biological compounds targeting hepatocellular carcinoma. The evaluation of Arthrospira platensis (Spirulina) ethanolic extracts demonstrates a promising dual bioactivity, combining antibacterial efficacy against resistant Gram-negative isolates with significant DPPH radical-scavenging and cytotoxicity against HepG2 cells. Investigating natural bioactive resources from food-grade microalgae provides valuable insights for food safety management and potential biomedical applications. However, while the preliminary findings are of interest, the study requires methodological enhancements, statistical rigor, and textual corrections before consideration for publication. 

	



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
	3
	

	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
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	




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.

	It can be ameliorate: 
Bioactive Potential of Arthrospira platensis Ethanol Extract against ESBL- and Biofilm-Forming Meat Pathogens
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	There is a numerical discrepancy between the Abstract (17 ESBL-positive isolates, 62.9%) and paragraph 3.2 text (18 isolates, 62.9%). 
It need to correct 18 to 17 in paragraph 3.2. Additionally, include the IC50values for the DPPH and HepG2 assays in the abstract. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	However the manuscript globally sound, it need some improvements:
- Agar well diffusion alone is insufficient. Minimum Inhibitory Concentration (MIC) and Minimum Bactericidal Concentration (MBC) must be determined 
- Cytotoxicity was tested on HepG2 cells, but no normal cell line (non-cancerous epithelial cells), was evaluated to calculate the Selectivity Index (SI) and verify non-toxicity.
- Qualitative screening (+/-) is preliminary. Quantitative determination of Total Phenolic Content (TPC) / Total Flavonoid Content (TFC) or GC-MS/HPLC analysis should be included or discussed as a prerequisite for active compound identification.
- A total of 9 meat samples (n=3 per type) is very small. This limitation must be explicitly stated in the discussion in perspective to avoid extrapolation.

The study presents interesting primary bioactivity data of Arthrospira platensis ethanolic extract against ESBL/biofilm meat pathogens and HepG2 cells. However, the manuscript requires a Major Revision before publication. Major issues include: 
· Inconsistent data counts (17 vs 18 ESBL isolates). 
· Missing positive control responses in Table 1. 
· Lack of MIC determination and lack of normal cell toxicity evaluation. 
· Small sample size (n=9). 
If the authors address these numerical discrepancies, clarify Table 1 data, provide IC50 calculations, and discuss study limitations appropriately, the manuscript will be suitable for publication

	

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

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

	Yes, they are. 
	

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

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

	No.
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