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	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 provides valuable insights into the immunoreactivity associated with cocoa and nickel in patients with atopic and allergic contact dermatitis. By differentiating cellular and humoral responses through LAIT and TTP, it advances our understanding of non–IgE-mediated hypersensitivities, an area often overlooked in allergology. The study highlights the potential role of cocoa as an allergen beyond its nickel content, which could lead to improved diagnostic and therapeutic approaches. These findings contribute to the broader field of dermatology and immunology by refining our knowledge of hypersensitivity mechanisms and potential cross-reactivity between allergens.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable, but it could be refined for clarity. A suggested alternative is "Immunoreactivity to Cocoa and Nickel in Atopic and Allergic Contact Dermatitis."
	

	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 is comprehensive but could be refined for clarity and conciseness.. Including brief details on the sample size and key inclusion criteria would provide better context. While the statistical findings are well presented, simplifying some numerical details would improve readability. Additionally, the conclusion could be strengthened by clearly stating the clinical implications of the findings for diagnosis and treatment. Minor refinements in these areas would enhance the abstract’s effectiveness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with a well-structured methodology and a comprehensive review of non-IgE-mediated hypersensitivity to cocoa and nickel. The study presents clear findings, but minor refinements are needed in statistical validation, selection criteria, and discussion of nickel cross-reactivity. Clarifying ethical considerations and terminologies, such as the distinction between TTP and LAIT cohorts, would further strengthen the manuscript. Overall, the study is valid and contributes valuable insights, but slight improvements in clarity and depth are recommended.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Your references are generally sufficient and include recent studies from 2024–2025, ensuring up-to-date insights. However, some older references (e.g., from the early 20th century) could be supplemented with recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses. Additionally, consider incorporating more studies on emerging trends like AI in allergy diagnosis, novel biomarkers, and precision medicine.
	

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


	The language quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear and precise scientific terminology. However, minor grammatical issues, awkward phrasing, and inconsistencies in technical expressions could be refined to enhance readability and professionalism. A thorough proofreading or professional language editing would further improve clarity, coherence, and adherence to academic writing standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Based on the provided sections, the manuscript appears to be well-structured, adheres to ethical guidelines, and presents preliminary findings with clear future directions. However, to determine an exact score, factors such as data robustness, clarity, coherence must be considered. Assuming the methodology and results are solid but require some refinements.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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