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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.


	The manuscript offers a comprehensive and timely synthesis of the role of probiotics and fermented foods in modulating gut health. It effectively bridges the gap between complex mechanistic pathways and clinical outcomes, providing a valuable resource for researchers and clinicians interested in nutritional interventions. By highlighting the accessibility and cost-efficiency of fermented foods alongside pharmaceutical probiotics, the review contributes significantly to the discourse on sustainable public health strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title accurately reflects the content and scope of the manuscript.
	

	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.


	Yes. The abstract effectively summarizes the background, mechanisms, clinical evidence and future perspectives presented in the paper. It provides a clear roadmap of the review. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Generally, yes. The scientific grounding is robust, particularly in the sections detailing mechanistic actions. However, a distinction needs to be made more clearly in the “Clinical Evidence” section (Section 5). The authors occasionally conflate the strong, strain-specific evidence for probiotics with the broader, often observational evidence for fermented foods. Clearer differentiation here would enhance scientific accuracy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear relevant and up-to-date. However, the manuscript currently lacks a described methodology for how these references were selected. It is standard academic practice to include a brief “search strategy” or “Methodology” section detailing the databases used (e.g., PubMed, Scopus), keywords and inclusion criteria to ensure the selection was objective and not biased.  
	

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


	Yes. The manuscript is written in high-quality, fluent academic English. The terminology is precise and the narrative flow is logical. I did not identify any major grammatical errors that impede understanding. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	              The manuscript provides a comprehensive and timely overview of the role of probiotics and fermented foods in modulating the gut microbiome. The authors have successfully synthesized complex mechanistic pathways, clinical outcomes and regulatory considerations into a coherent narrative that is both accessible and scientifically grounded. The flow of the argument, moving from microbiome composition to mechanisms of action, and finally to clinical evidence, is logical and engaging. The text is written in high-quality academic English, and the use of updated taxonomy, such as the inclusion of Lacticaseibacillus, demonstrates that the authors are well-attuned to recent shifts in the field. 


However, to elevate this manuscript from a general overview to a rigorous scientific review, I strongly recommend the inclusion of a defined methodology regarding the selection of sources. While this is presented as a narrative review rather than a systematic one, the current draft lacks a description of the literature search strategy. It is standard practice in modern academic publishing to explicitly state which databases were accessed (e.g., PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science), the keywords employed and the timeframe of the search. The absence of this information makes it difficult for the reader to assess the objectivity of the bibliography and ensures that the review does not appear to suffer from selection bias. A concise paragraph detailing how the authors identified and selected the included studies would significantly strengthen the paper’s methodological validity without disrupting the narrative flow. 


Furthermore, while the distinction between defined probiotic strains and complex fermented foods is well-articulated in the introductory sections, this differentiation occasionally becomes blended in the “Clinical Evidence” section. I advise the authors to be more explicit when discussing clinical outcomes, clearly distinguishing between high-quality randomized controlled trials (RCTs) utilizing specific probiotic strains and the often observational or less standardized data supporting fermented foods. For instance, in the discussion on Irritable Bowel Syndrome, it would be beneficial to strictly separate the strong evidence base for specific probiotics strains from the more general benefits attributed to fermented foods. This nuance is vital for strictly managing reader expectations regarding therapeutic efficacy versus general health maintenance. 

From a structural and stylistic perspective, the manuscript is sound. I did not observe anu major grammatical inconsistencies and the writing is fluid. The transition between the safety profile and the regulatory challenges in Section 6 could be smoothed slightly to better integrate the concept that while traditional fermented foods are historically safe, the regulatory landscape for probiotic formulations remains complex. 

In conclusion, this is a valuable contribution to the field of nutritional science that highlights the cost-efficient and accessible nature of these dietary interventions. With the addition of a transparent search methodology and a more nuanced distinction between the clinical evidence for probiotics versus fermented foods, this paper will meet the rigorous standards expected of a high-quality review. I recommend the publication of this manuscript subject to these revisions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

NO
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