Dear Editor,

Therein our point-by-point response to the comments formulated by reviewers. We acknowledge reviewers for their comments and modifications of the manuscript have been done to enhance the valuable of this work.
Reviewer E
1)  In the presented paper authors have dealt with importance of microalgae supplementation as well as their relation to some human diseases. Unfortunately, aim of the subjected paper is not clear and understandable.
It is only the Conclusion that gives clear aim of the presented study, and authors should use it and elaborate on it in Abstract, as well as other sections.
Pages 1 and 2. The Abstract is improved and the aim of study is clarified.
2) Authors should answer to importance of the study, as well as used material (Why NutrOcean? Why human cell lines? Relation between microalgae and human diseases?). It should be written more clearly and maybe breaking the sentences (to be shorter) would help out in better understanding of this scientific paper. Some references important to the study are omitted, such as:
- Rubavathi i Ramya (2016) "In vitro Assessment of Antimicrobial and
Antioxidant Activity of Bioactive Compounds from Marine Algae"
- Surendhiran (2014) "A green synthesis of antimicrobial compounds from
marine microalgae Nannochloropsis oculata"
- Goh (2010) "A Comparison of the Antioxidant Properties and Total Phenolic
Content in a Diatom, Chaetoceros sp. and a Green Microalga, Nannochloropsis
sp."

The introduction is modified to clarify the aim of the manuscript and to give information about the importance of these microalgae for human health. The English is completely revised. NutrOcean is a culture microalgae company that provided us the microalgal materials (mentioned in the acknowledgment section).
Human cells lines were used to evaluate the cytotoxic activity of polysaccharidic extracts.
The suggested references are cited in the Introduction. 

3) What about fluconazole? Did it also have concentration of 1 mg/ml?

The role and the concentration of fluconazole (1 mg/mL) is now mentioned.
4) All antibiotics” refers only to imipenem and vancomycin and fluconazole is omitted (considering it is antimycotic and not antibiotic).

The antibiotics (imipenem and vancomycin) were tested against Gram‑positive and Gram‑negative bacteria. However fluconazole (antimycotic) was tested against yeasts only. This point is clarified.
5) Some formatting and grammatical errors are found throughout the text: merged words, capital letters in middle of sentence, plural vs singular form of nouns, present vs past tense.

English language is completely revised in the entire manuscript.
6) Some references are given just as superscripts making whole sentence unfinished
All references are presented at the end of sentences.
7) Formulae are not clear, maybe authors should try using abbreviations (for example line 175: (%)=(As-Ac/Ac) should probably be rewritten> (%)= (As-Ac)/Ac   etc).

Formulas are changed and they are explained.
8) Figure 3 should probably have abbreviations presented on the graph (since they are explained in the legend)
-Table II contains “*” which are not explained in the legend.
-Considering the type and length of the paper, references should be revised and their number reduced.
The abbreviations are added in the legend of the Figure 3.
The legend of Table II is completed.
The references are revised.
Reviewer J

1) In general, some important data are missing, and discussion is poor.
Introduction line 46 how are cell inflammatory complications generated by cutaneous agents? Why is that important, since many other (more important) mechanisms of inflammation are known?
line 62 are those activities important for animals or humans? Also, some specific constituents, particularly known polysaccharides of investigated species should be listed in introduction

The introduction is completely revised where some polysaccharides are mentioned. The discussion is also developed.
2) Experimental 

a) line 81 Extraction of water soluble polysaccharides- But, the extraction was
done with methanol?
b) line 112 In general, I agree that monosaccharide content should be known, but, activity of polysaccharidic extracts was analyzed - some analysis on polysaccharides profile should be also done
c) line 123 IC50 values should be calculated for DPPH activity
d) line 145 High concentration of DMSO as solvent was present (10%) - was DMSO
also tested, has it some influence on used microorganisms?
e) line 170 Which solvent was used? Was it included in control?
a) The extraction was begun with methanol to destroy the microalgal cells and to remove lipids. The methanol fraction was discarded. The solid residue was then extracted with water. 

b) The aim of this article is to study the monosaccharide composition and several biological activities of these extracts. 
c) The IC50 values for DPPH activity are added to the text.
d) A negative control was realized with all tested microorganisms to be sure that experimental conditions as solvent were not interfere with the extracts properties. 
e) DMSO (5%) was used for cytotoxic activity and it was tested in the negative control to be sure that the activity was not caused by solvent.
3) Discussion
a) Discussion is poorly written, appropriate comparisons with other algae should be highlighted, determined activities should be linked to chemical constituents of extracts, importance of anticholinesterase activity should be explained etc.
b) Fig. 1 Peaks should be labeled

c) Why are sulfates main antioxidant components

d) Authors should explain potential mechanism of cytotoxic activity of
examined extracts (polysaccharides)

a) The importance of anticholinestrase activity is explained (pages 14‑15).
b) Figure 1, the peaks are labeled.
c) The impact of sulfates on antioxidant properties is explained in page 11 lines 275-281.
d) The mechanism of cytotoxic activity is explained in pages 13 and 14 (lines 333‑343).
I hope that this revised manuscript and these answers respond to your expectations.
Best regards,
Mhammed Ben Hafsa
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