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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 an important contribution to the scientific community, specifically within veterinary microbiology and dermatology, as it addresses the impact of parasynbiotics combining 1-kestose (a prebiotic) and Lactiplantibacillus plantarum FM8 (a paraprobiotic) on feline atopic skin syndrome (FASS), a condition with limited targeted treatments and poorly understood gut-skin axis involvement. The study presents clinical and microbiome data that suggest a promising therapeutic strategy for FASS, which could also have broader implications for other immune-mediated diseases in companion animals. The pilot approach, including gut microbiota analysis and clinical scoring, provides a foundation for larger, more robust trials and encourages the exploration of microbiota-modulating interventions within veterinary medicine. By highlighting significant reductions in clinical symptoms and specific pathogenic taxa, the manuscript offers a novel, mechanistic insight into the modulation of feline health by gut microbiota composition.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The provided title “Clinical Effects of a Parasynbiotic Combining 1-Kestose and Lactiplantibacillus plantarum FM8 on Feline Atopic Skin Syndrome: A Pilot Study” is clear, relevant, and accurately reflects the core content of the article. No alternative title is necessary.
	

	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, introducing the clinical challenge, rationale for parasynbiotic use, methodology, and primary results concerning both symptom improvement and microbiota shifts. However, the abstract could better emphasize the study’s limitations (small sample size, pilot design, lack of placebo control) and clarify that causal relationships between microbiome changes and clinical outcomes remain speculative.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is generally scientifically sound, following standard methodology for a pilot clinical and microbiome intervention in veterinary medicine. The use of validated clinical indices (SCORFAD, IPS, GAI) supports assessment credibility. The microbiome analysis leverages current technology (16S rRNA, QIIME2, DADA2, Greengenes2). However, notable technical flaws and limitations need to be addressed

· Functional Insight Limitation: While significant shifts in specific taxa (Collinsella stercoris, Clostridium perfringens) are shown, the manuscript cannot causally connect microbiota changes to symptom improvements without mechanistic data

· Technical Flaws: The beta diversity changes are non-significant (p=0.061–0.065), yet interpreted as trends-a practice that should be approached more cautiously; similarly, bold conclusions about clinical efficacy exceed what a pilot, non-randomized study can support.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally sufficient and quite recent (2019–2024), covering primary, mechanistic, and protocol literature relevant to atopic dermatitis, parasynbiotics, and microbiota analysis. The cited works are authoritative and appropriately used throughout. Suggestions for improvement:

· Include additional meta-analyses and recent (2023–2025) review articles on gut-skin axis interventions in veterinary medicine for more robust context.

· Provide references on the limitations of non-randomized or open-label pilot trials, perhaps from methodology journals, to reinforce transparency regarding study design flaws.
	

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


	The manuscript’s English language quality is appropriate for scholarly communication and concise scientific reporting. The scientific language is clear, with proper vocabulary and accurate technical phraseology.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The data presentation in the manuscript is clear, with figures and tables described in an accessible and informative manner.

· Beginning from line 10 of the introduction, there is a noticeable inconsistency in font size; it is recommended to standardize the font throughout the entire document to preserve professional appearance and readability.

· For optimal presentation, ensure that all paragraphs use uniform justified alignment so the text appears consistently formatted, enhancing clarity and ease of reading for reviewers and the broader scientific audience.
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