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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	· This manuscript is highly significant for the scientific community as it provides a sophisticated, multi-system synthesis of the rapidly evolving field of the microbiota-gut-brain axis (MGBA). 
· It moves beyond simple correlation by integrating evidence across four distinct high-burden disorders, depression, anxiety, ASD, and Parkinson's, to delineate both shared and unique mechanistic pathways. 
· The review is particularly valuable for its quantitative approach, presenting statistical summaries and meta-analyses that strengthen its conclusions. 
· Furthermore, by proposing a next-generation translational roadmap, it provides a clear and actionable framework for future research, aiming to bridge the gap between mechanistic discovery and clinical application in psychiatry and neurology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript does not seems to be suitable as per the content, hence the following title is suggested:

"The Microbiota-Gut-Brain Axis in Neuropsychiatric and Neurodegenerative Disorders: Convergent Mechanisms and Translational Prospects"
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured. However, it could be slightly enhanced.

Suggestions for Addition:

· Briefly mention the key methodological focus stated in the main text, such as the integration of "multi-omics" and "host-microbe interaction modeling."

· Explicitly state the core finding of shared mechanisms (e.g., SCFA depletion, barrier dysfunction, neuroimmune activation) across the reviewed disorders, which is a central theme of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust and reflects the current state of the field. 
· The content is accurate, the proposed mechanisms (neural, immune, endocrine, metabolic) are well-supported by the cited literature, and the interpretations are balanced. 
· The use of quantitative data (e.g., effect sizes, p-values, variance explained) from synthesized studies adds significant credibility and depth. 
· The manuscript correctly highlights the correlative nature of much of the human data and the ongoing challenges in establishing causality.
	

	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 exceptionally recent, with many citations from 2023-2025, which is impressive for a review article in a fast-moving field. 
· The list includes seminal pre-clinical papers (e.g., Sampson et al., 2016; Bravo et al., 2011) and key clinical trials (e.g., Kang et al., 2020), alongside high-impact reviews and recent multi-omics studies.
	

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


	· Yes, the language and English quality are excellent and entirely suitable for scholarly communication. 
· The writing is clear, precise, and sophisticated, with a strong command of scientific terminology. 
· The flow is logical, and the complex concepts are explained effectively.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is an outstanding review manuscript. It is timely, comprehensive, methodologically sophisticated in its synthesis, and clearly written. The integration of quantitative data and visual descriptions of figures is a major strength. The minor points for improvement are the need for a proper title and a very slight enhancement of the abstract. This manuscript would be a valuable contribution to the literature.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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