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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 discusses an important but rarely addressed topic Auto-Brewery Syndrome (ABS)  and its implications on blood donor eligibility and transfusion safety. This subject has clinical and public health relevance, especially considering diagnostic challenges and donor screening implications. However, the paper requires major revision to address language issues, formatting inconsistencies, and structural problems. The scientific value is sound, but the presentation needs substantial improvement for clarity and coherence.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title reflects the scope and focus of the study. However, it could be shortened for precision.
Suggested alternative:
“Auto-Brewery Syndrome: Pathophysiological Insights and Implications for Blood Donor Eligibility and Safety.”
	

	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 too long and repetitive. It includes unnecessary background details and lacks concise reporting of findings or implications. It should be rewritten to clearly summarize objectives, methodology (literature-based review), key findings, and recommendations in 180–200 words.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally correct in content but requires improvements:

· Several biochemical explanations are repetitive or loosely stated.

· Some data interpretations need citation verification.

· There is no critical synthesis linking the review findings to practical donor screening recommendations.
A more analytical and less descriptive tone is recommended.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive but contains duplicates and inconsistent formatting. Several citations (e.g., 2024 entries) appear repetitive or need verification for authenticity. Standardize to APA 7th or Vancouver style and remove redundancy. Inclusion of recent microbiome studies (2022–2024) is commendable.


	

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


	No. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, typographical issues, and not proper sentence flow. Professional proofreading and language editing are required to enhance clarity, conciseness, and readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Reorganize section numbering and maintain consistent formatting.

· Remove repeated sentences and overlapping descriptions in the pathophysiology and results sections.

· Merge the conclusion and recommendation sections into a concise summary emphasizing clinical relevance.

· Improve figure captions and table alignment for professional presentation.

· Add a schematic or summary diagram linking ABS → ethanol production → blood donor safety.

Critical Review

This paper provides an extensive overview of Auto-Brewery Syndrome (ABS) including its etiology, pathophysiology, diagnosis, management, and implications for blood donation. The manuscript is well-researched and clearly structured, demonstrating substantial effort to compile and integrate existing knowledge. However, several editorial, methodological, and stylistic issues reduce its scholarly quality and readability. Addressing these will strengthen its chances of acceptance for publication.

1. Lacks clear presentation of key findings or conclusions.

2. Repeats background information instead of highlighting results and implications.

3. Overloaded with references and repetitive statements.

4. Poor sentence structure with several grammatical and punctuation errors.

5. Disorganized flow of ideas lacks clear progression from definition to study purpose.

6. Inconsistent citation formatting and spacing.

7. No explicit statement of the study objective or research gap.

8. Contains redundant explanations and duplicated paragraphs.

9. Uses inaccurate or unclear biochemical terms (e.g., “PHD” instead of “PDC”).

10. Figure 1 lacks proper labeling, caption, and reference formatting.

11. Excessive repetition of fermentation steps after the figure.

12. Subsections not well structured or numbered consistently.

13. Tables not properly formatted and not uniformly presented.

14. Contains typographical errors and misplaced brackets.

15. Long lists that could be summarized or tabulated for clarity.

16. Repetitive content and inconsistent reference formatting.

17. Lack of critical analysis or comparative discussion of treatment efficacy.

18. Unclear distinction between established and experimental treatments.

19. Repetitive sentences and redundant statements.

20. Citations are misformatted and occasionally duplicated.

21. Unclear linkage between complications and implications for blood donation.

22. The transition between case studies and donor implications is abrupt.

23. Table 2 is not uniformly formatted inconsistent references, spacing, and units.

24. Lacks analytical discussion and synthesis of findings.

25. Repetition of case details without summarizing key trends or insights.

26. Too brief and lacks synthesis of findings.

27. No emphasis on practical implications or policy relevance.
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