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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 relevant to the scientific and diagnostic histology community because it provides a consolidated overview of commonly used histochemical techniques and their diagnostic roles. Many laboratories, especially in low-resource settings, still rely on these stains as essential tools, and the review helps reinforce their practical and educational value. It also highlights gaps such as limited standardisation and interpretative variability, which are important concerns for practitioners. The topic remains important despite advances in molecular diagnostics, making this review beneficial to students, technologists, and pathologists who use or teach these methods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title conveys the theme, but is too general. Since the manuscript focuses on selected, commonly used stains rather than “some” techniques broadly: I can suggest: A Comprehensive Review of Common Histochemical Stains and Their Diagnostic Applications in Histology.
	

	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.


	1. It is lengthy and contains excessive background detail. Shortening will improve clarity.

2. The methodology description is slightly vague; it should clearly state the type of review (narrative vs. integrative).

3. Some examples (e.g., PAS, Sudan stains) can be summarised instead of described in detail.

4. A clearer concluding sentence emphasising the relevance and main outcome of the review is needed.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate in terms of the stains reviewed, their principles, and their clinical applications. The description of biochemical mechanisms (e.g., PAS oxidation, Prussian blue reaction) is correct. The discussion is thorough, but a few points need refinement:

· The manuscript would benefit from clearer differentiation between stains used in routine diagnostics and those mainly used in research.

· Some statements (e.g., regarding frequency of use in certain countries) require supporting citations.

· The results and discussion sections sometimes repeat the same information; merging overlapping content would strengthen the flow.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Only a few recent publications (post-2018) are included.
Referencing style is inconsistent; several entries need formatting correction.
	

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


	· Long, densely written paragraphs that reduce readability.

· Repeated ideas in different sections.

· Occasional grammatical errors (e.g., subject–verb agreement, article usage).

· Inconsistent use of tenses and technical phrasing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The Results section currently reads like a continuation of the literature review. It should be reorganised to more clearly summarise key findings.

· The table is useful but may include a column for “limitations” or “technical considerations” to enhance value.

· The Discussion could better distinguish between classical stains and more advanced histochemical methods (e.g., enzyme histochemistry vs. routine stains).

· The Conclusion section can be shortened and made more direct.


	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	This is a review article with no human/animal data. No ethical violations are identified.
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