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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 provides valuable preliminary insights into the potential benefits of Eurycoma longifolia (Physta®) supplementation on gut microbiome diversity and composition, particularly in a female subject. The findings suggest improvements in beneficial bacteria (e.g., SCFA producers, Bifidobacteria, Lactobacilli) and reductions in pathogenic microbes, which could have implications for metabolic health, inflammation, and gut-brain axis communication. Given the growing interest in microbiome-targeted therapies, this study lays the groundwork for future research in larger populations to validate these observations and explore clinical applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but could be more specific. An alternative could be:

"Effects of Physta® (Eurycoma longifolia Extract) on Gut Microbiome Diversity and Composition: A Preliminary Case Study Using Precision Microbiome Profiling."
	

	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 improved by:

1. Clarifying the study design (e.g., single-case pre-post intervention).

2. Briefly mentioning the methodology (e.g., qPCR-based PMP™ analysis).

3. Highlighting the clinical implications of the findings (e.g., potential for managing dysbiosis-related conditions).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology and logical interpretation of results. However, the single-case design limits generalizability, and the conclusions should be framed as preliminary. The discussion adequately contextualizes the findings within existing literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and mostly recent (e.g., 2022–2024), covering key topics like SCFA producers, Firmicutes/Bacteroidetes ratio, and gut-brain axis. No critical omissions were noted, but adding a reference on case-study limitations could strengthen the discussion.
	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication, though minor grammatical errors exist (e.g., "evalauted" in the abstract). A thorough proofreading would enhance clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Key Revisions Needed:

· Expand sample size (or explicitly justify the single-case approach).

· Clarify ethical approval waiver (if permitted by journal policy).

· Improve language/grammar (professional proofreading).

· Tone down conclusions (highlight preliminary nature more clearly).

· Disclose funding/affiliations (if any, for transparency).

If revised properly, this could be a strong contribution to microbiome research.
The manuscript states that ethical approval was waived for this preliminary case study, as it was an internal exploration. However, the study involved human participation (a 55-year-old female subject), and while informed consent was obtained, the lack of formal ethical review by an institutional board (IRB) or equivalent could be a concern, especially if the journal requires ethical compliance for human studies.

Recommendation: The authors should clarify whether their institution allows waiver of ethical approval for case studies.If future studies are planned (as mentioned), full ethical approval must be obtained.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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? 


	
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	The authors declare no competing financial or non-financial interests. However, the study focuses on Physta®, a trademarked product, and the authors do not disclose any affiliations with the manufacturer (Biotropics Malaysia Berhad). Given that industry-funded research can introduce bias, transparency about funding sources (if any) would strengthen credibility.

Recommendation: A statement confirming whether the study was independently conducted or received industry support would be beneficial.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	 “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
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