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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 provides a broad and timely overview of microbiome biotechnology, linking microbial ecology and multi-omics approaches with emerging therapeutic strategies. Its coverage of probiotics, postbiotics, FMT, engineered microorganisms, synthetic microbial communities, phage therapy and microbiome-based precision medicine is relevant to the rapidly developing field. However, the manuscript is predominantly descriptive and requires greater critical synthesis, clearer distinction between association and causality, and stronger emphasis on clinical translation, safety and regulatory challenges.
	


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
	4 -Appropriate and informative.
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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 objectives 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?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	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.
	The title accurately reflects the broad content. However, the manuscript should maintain a consistent focus on the transition from microbiome characterization to biotechnology and clinically relevant therapeutics.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract effectively summarizes microbiome composition, analytical technologies and therapeutic approaches. However, it should more clearly emphasize the major evidence gaps, translational limitations and clinical readiness of microbiome-based interventions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The overall scientific framework is appropriate, but several statements require greater qualification.

Key concern: associations between microbiome composition and disease are sometimes presented too close to causal or therapeutic conclusions. The authors should clearly distinguish:

association → mechanistic evidence → experimental evidence → clinical evidence → established therapeutic application.

This is particularly important in sections dealing with cancer, metabolic disease, neurological disorders and personalized microbiome medicine.

The manuscript itself appropriately acknowledges the difficulty of establishing causality, inter-individual variability and limited clinical validation; these limitations should be applied consistently throughout the preceding sections rather than mainly discussed later.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but require editorial checking.
The manuscript contains a substantial reference base, including recent publications. However, the reference section contains author/editorial notes embedded within the bibliography, for example comments such as “Note: this was already used…” and recommendations regarding whether references should be retained. These must be removed from the submitted manuscript.

The references should also be checked for:

· duplicate citations; 

· incomplete bibliographic information; 

· conference abstracts used where full articles are available; 

· consistency of journal formatting; 

· DOI accuracy; 

· citation–statement correspondence.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No specific ethical concern is apparent from the manuscript as a review/chapter.
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