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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 manuscript is highly significant for the scientific community as it provides a critical, integrated appraisal of microbial interventions across clinical, nutritional, agricultural, and environmental domains. By distinguishing between mechanistic plausibility and demonstrated effectiveness, it clarifies where evidence is strong such as in faecal microbiota preparations for recurrent infections and where claims remain weak or inconsistent, such as in agricultural inoculants under field conditions. Importantly, it emphasizes the need for sustainability claims to be empirically measured rather than assumed, thereby setting a higher evidential standard for future research. The work contributes to bridging fragmented literatures and offers a unified framework that can guide interdisciplinary collaboration, policy development, and innovation in sustainable health.
	


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 paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.
Rating scale: 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
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 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
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 3
	

	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
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 2
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 2
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 2
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 3
	

	14. 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
	Yes, correct.

Rating scale: 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.
	No, the title of the article is not entirely suitable. While it conveys the general theme, it is somewhat broad and does not fully reflect the manuscript’s unique focus on critical appraisal across multiple domains.

Suggestions: Refine the title to emphasize both the integrated evaluation and the sustainability-health connection. For example:

· “Microbes and Their Products for Sustainable Health: An Integrated Evidence Appraisal Across Clinical, Nutritional, Agricultural, and Environmental Domains”
· “Microbial Interventions for Sustainable Health: Critical Evidence Across Medicine, Food Systems, and Environment”
This would make the title more precise, highlight the novelty of the manuscript, and attract the right readership.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the abstract is not fully comprehensive. While it clearly outlines the scope, strengths, and weaknesses of microbial interventions, it lacks a concise statement of the manuscript’s novel contribution and integrated perspective.

Suggestions: Add one or two sentences highlighting what sets this review apart. 

Eg. That it is the first to critically evaluate both health and sustainability claims across clinical, nutritional, agricultural, and environmental domains within a single framework. This will help readers immediately grasp the manuscript’s unique value and relevance.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the manuscript is not entirely scientifically correct in its current form. While it presents a strong and well-structured appraisal, there are areas where precision and consistency need improvement.

Suggestions: Ensure that terminology and definitions are applied consistently across sections—for example, probiotic, postbiotic, and fermented food categories should always be distinguished by their evidential requirements rather than blurred together. Additionally, clarify strain-level specificity and ecological context when discussing probiotic efficacy, as generalizing across products can mislead readers. Strengthening methodological rigor by explicitly linking sustainability claims to measured outcomes, rather than inferred ones, will make the manuscript scientifically more robust.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the references are not entirely sufficient or recent. While the manuscript cites several consensus statements and foundational works, some references cluster around 2014–2021 and do not fully capture the most recent advances up to 2026.

 Suggestions: Update the reference list to include latest systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and authoritative reports from 2022–2026, particularly in areas such as probiotic strain-specific efficacy, postbiotic characterization, microbial protein life-cycle assessments, and agricultural inoculant field trials. Including more recent WHO and FAO publications on antimicrobial resistance and sustainability would also strengthen the manuscript’s relevance and ensure it reflects the current state of the science.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO.

The manuscript does not present direct ethical issues such as plagiarism, misuse of data, or lack of consent reporting. However, there are potential ethical concerns that should be addressed more explicitly like Human subject studies, Consent in microbiota transfer, Equity and representation along with Commercial claims. 
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