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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 paper is significant for the scientific community because it finds minimally age-dependent gut microbial indicators linked with pancreatic neoplasia, so addressing a fundamental issue in microbiome-based biomarker research. 
The paper proposes a functional gene-based qPCR test that targets the but gene, providing a practical, non-invasive, and cost-effective method for assessing butyrate-producing microbial potential rather than depending solely on taxonomic profiling. 
This study contributes to the development of microbiome-based methods for early diagnosis, risk stratification, and longitudinal surveillance of pancreatic cancer, particularly in older populations where age-related microbiota alterations frequently impede biomarker identification. Overall, the study establishes a translational paradigm that links microbiome research to clinically relevant diagnostic techniques.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		Excellent



	Abstract clearly includes aim, methods, results, and conclusion.



	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		Good



	Keywords are relevant but could include terms like butyrate, microbial biomarker, IPMN.



	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		 Excellent



	Introduction clearly explains pancreatic cancer, microbiota, and age-related confounding.



	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		Excellent



	Objectives are clearly defined: identify age-independent taxa and develop qPCR assay.



	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		 Excellent



	Includes recent references up to 2025; very relevant.



	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		 Excellent



	Cross-sectional design, 16S rRNA sequencing, primer design, qPCR, and statistical analysis are appropriate.



	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		 Excellent



	Ethical approval and informed consent clearly mentioned.



	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		 Good



	Results are clear, but some sections are lengthy and could be more concise.



	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		Good



	Figures are relevant and support results; clear presentation



	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		 Excellent



	Discussion compares findings with previous microbiome and pancreatic cancer studies.



	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		Excellent



	Conclusions match results and are not overstated.



	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		 Excellent



	Limitations clearly explained (cross-sectional design, sample size, confounders, etc.).



	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
		 Excellent



	An adequate number of recent and relevant references



	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
		 Good



	Language is scientific and clear; minor grammatical polishing may be needed.



	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Minimally Age-Dependent Gut Microbial Signatures in Pancreatic Neoplasia Identified by qPCR Targeting the but Gene”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES
The abstract adequately covers the aim, methodology, key results, and conclusion in a clear and structured manner
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES
The study design, methodology (16S rRNA sequencing and qPCR), statistical analysis, and interpretation of results are scientifically sound and appropriate for the research objectives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Answer: YES
The manuscript includes a good number of relevant and recent references (up to 2025), supporting the study context and discussion.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Answer: NO
The study clearly states that ethical approval was obtained from relevant institutional review boards, and informed consent was secured from all participants.
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