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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 addresses a relevant topic, namely smart textiles for skin health. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is specific and not supported by the manuscript content since it lacks concrete microbiome-focuses strategies, experimental implementations or case studies. 
	

	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 adequate. However, the first listed keyword is “Artificial Intelligence”, which is not reflected in the manuscript. AI and machine learning are mentioned superficially and without concrete examples or implementations details.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript in scientifically correct but also weak. Several concepts are mentioned without explanation or real implementation examples (e.g, CRISPR, AI, machine learning). Sections are repetitive and descriptive, with no numerical analysis and performance metrics. The discussion is not proper.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are repetitive and badly distributed, with large section relying on a single citation (e.g., Guennes et al at section 3.2). The figures appear to be reused from other existing review articles (e.g., Wu et al) raising concerns about originality. The references should be balanced and focused more on primary research articles.
	

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


	The English requires minor revision (e.g., punctuation typos)
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript is repetitive with few new insights
· Several sections restate well-known concepts without providing concrete examples, quantitative outputs (e.g., missing performance metrics in Table 1)

· AI, cost, scalability and other concepts are not supported with real implementations or comparative analysis
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