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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	I see that this manuscript addresses an important clinical problem: latex allergy and its molecular sensitization patterns. I think the strength lies in the use of component-resolved diagnostics (CRD), which is a modern approach that can clarify complex sensitization profiles and distinguish between primary latex allergy and cross-reactivity with plant-derived foods. This is relevant for both clinical practice and occupational health, since latex allergy is still a significant problem in healthcare workers. I like that the cases show three distinct clinical scenarios, which makes the report informative. However, I think the manuscript would benefit from stronger integration of how these cases advance knowledge beyond what has already been published.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think the current title “Molecular sensitization profiles in latex allergy: insights from three clinical cases” is generally clear and appropriate. It highlights the focus on molecular diagnosis and the fact that the study is case-based. If I were to suggest an alternative, it could be: “Component-resolved diagnostics in latex allergy: molecular insights from three clinical cases.”
	

	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.


	I see that the abstract is well structured, with background, case presentations, and conclusion. However, I think it could be improved in two ways:

· The abstract could briefly explain why CRD was chosen over standard methods (e.g., limitations of skin prick tests and IgE assays).

· For Case 2, it may be useful to explicitly mention the clinical relevance of the cross-reactivity to emphasize the latex–fruit syndrome.
Otherwise, the abstract is concise and reflects the manuscript well.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I think the manuscript is scientifically correct in its interpretation of CRD results and in linking findings to known allergen cross-reactivity patterns. The discussion is aligned with current knowledge of latex allergy and supported by references. One limitation I see is that the discussion could better highlight how CRD findings influenced management decisions in each case (e.g., glove avoidance, occupational health implications, dietary counseling). Adding such points would strengthen the clinical applicability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I see that the references are mostly adequate and some are quite recent (up to 2025). However, a few older citations (1990s–2000s) are heavily relied upon. I think it would be useful to add more recent studies (2020–2024) on CRD in latex allergy and latex–fruit syndrome. For example, recent consensus papers on molecular allergy diagnostics or systematic reviews on latex allergy could be cited. This would make the discussion more up-to-date.
	

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


	I think the English is overall suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear and readable, but I noticed a few sentences that could be smoothed for flow. For instance, some results sections repeat technical terms (e.g., “Molecular allergen profile made by ALEX Allergy chip”) that could be streamlined. Minor editing for style and conciseness would improve readability.
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