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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 manuscript addresses a compelling and highly relevant topic that is central to current and future challenges in the livestock production sector. The information presented is enlightening, up-to-date, and much-needed by researchers in animal production and nutrition. Specifically, the author discusses precision nutrition strategies in ruminants through the utilization of synbiotics. The broad application of synbiotics is well-documented, and this chapter effectively directs that information towards highlighting the critical biological mechanisms by which they can enhance feed efficiency and promote environmentally friendly livestock systems

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is appropriate and accurately represents the content of the manuscript. No revisions are suggested
	

	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 adequately presents the background, key findings, and concluding remarks of the review. However, it does not yet provide an overview of the review methodology used in this manuscript. It is essential to briefly and clearly state the methods (e.g., type of review, scope, and search strategy) to provide full context to the reader.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The approach and stages of the research/review conducted are appropriate and well-presented within the methodology section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

	The references used are relevant and current (up-to-date). However, several revisions are required:
1. Citation Inconsistency: Please check the citations within the tables. There is an inconsistent use of both numerical and Author-Year citation styles. This must be standardized.
2. Duplication: Reference numbers 60 and 62 appear to be duplicates. Please verify and correct the reference list.
3. Formatting: The overall reference formatting is quite diverse. The author must unify and standardize all references according to the target journal's or publisher's template/style guide."

	

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

	The quality of the English language is suitable for scientific communication

	

	Optional/General comments


	I have several notes for the author regarding the Structure, Methodology, and Discussion Content

The methodology used should be clearly and comprehensively detailed. If this is a literature review or systematic review, the author must specify the keywords used and the time frame/year range of the references included. This is crucial for transparency in tracing the origins and evolution of synbiotic application in ruminant feed

The manuscript currently lacks historical information regarding the chronological application of synbiotics. Providing a historical overview (from inception to present) is essential as a guideline to indicate the extent of previous work, current gaps, and the overall impact generated over time

Upon careful reading, the flow of paragraphs, particularly within the Results and Discussion section, seems disjointed and lacks proper connecting sentences or transitional phrases. The author must ensure better logical flow between ideas and sub-sections.

Formatting and Consistency  1. Language Check: I still found some Indonesian terms within the tables. These must be translated into English; 2. Nomenclature: The naming of bacteria (e.g., genus/species) is inconsistent (sometimes abbreviated, sometimes written out). Please adhere to standard microbiological nomenclature throughout the text and tables; 3. able Source: Tables derived from external references should clearly state the source in the table title or a footnote, not just in the main body text.

The structure requires clarification, especially in the Results and Discussion section:
1. Section 4.1 (Application in Beef vs. Dairy): If this is part of the overall Discussion (Section 3), it should be numbered 3.3 (or similar), not Section 4, which suggests a new main chapter.
2. Section 4.1.3 (Meta-analytic): Similarly, determine if this is a sub-section of the Discussion or a standalone chapter. The overall structure must be consistent and clearly outlined in the Methodology section, perhaps using a flow diagram or illustration to ensure a smooth, logical narrative flow.
3. Table Consolidation: The distinction between Table 2 and Table 3 seems minimal, only varying by the columns 'target microbe' and 'animal type'. These tables should ideally be combined into one comprehensive table to be more informative and concise."

Meta-Analysis and Figures:
1. Meta-Analysis: Meta-analysis requires a clear, measurable methodology (e.g., PRISMA guidelines). This level of detail is not adequately presented in the Methodology nor is it thoroughly integrated into the Discussion. This must be revised.
2. Figure 1: Figure 1 is labeled as a "Conceptual Framework" but displays a bar chart derived from a summary of references. This is inconsistent. Please check and correct the figure label or replace the figure to accurately represent the conceptual framework.

The manuscript lacks a statement on the limitations of the research/theory/methods/arguments reviewed. Given that this is a review manuscript summarizing work from various references, it is crucial that the authors present these limitations. This section should be added to either the Results and Discussion or the Conclusion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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