Review Form 3


	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Medical Principles and Clinical Practice

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJMPCP_153254

	Title of the Manuscript:
	A Review of Carbohydrate Histochemistry

	Type of the Article
	Review



	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 review synthesizes a decade of methodological shifts in carbohydrate histochemistry, transitioning from qualitative classical staining to semi-quantitative spatial glycomics. It highlights the integration of modern analytical tools like MALDI-MSI with traditional pathology workflows, which is crucial for identifying new biomarkers in oncology and neurodegenerative diseases. The manuscript serves as a bridge for clinical researchers to adopt high-sensitivity glycan imaging techniques in routine diagnostic practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content. However, to better reflect the specific focus of the paper, an alternative could be: "The Evolution of Carbohydrate Histochemistry (2015–2024): From Classical Stains to Spatial Glycomics.
	

	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. It effectively summarizes the core techniques (PAS, lectins), recent advances (MALDI-MSI), and the diagnostic significance of carbohydrate expression in various pathologies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. It correctly categorizes carbohydrates, describes standard histochemical
reactions accurately, and provides a chronological progression of technical milestones supported by relevant literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and notably recent, with several citations from 2023 and 2024. This ensures the "ten-year review" objective is met using current data.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English quality is suitable for scholarly communication; the terminology is professional and the narrative flow is logical.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Based on the review guidelines and a critical analysis of the provided manuscript, here are the identified demerits and suggested corrections for improvement:
1.  Formatting and Citation Inconsistencies
· 	Double Citations: The reference section contains a duplicate entry for "Gurina, T.S. and Simms, L. (2023)". One of these should be removed.
· 	Incomplete Links: The reference for Cumin, C., et al. (2024) contains placeholder text ("xxxxxx") for the DOI. The author should provide the finalized publication details if available.
· 	Date Inconsistencies: There are references to "2025 Jan" and "Sept 2025" in a manuscript intended to cover the decade ending in 2024/2025. The author should ensure these dates reflect actual access or publication dates and maintain a consistent "ten-year" scope as stated in the title.
2.  Structural and Content Demerits
· Redundant Objectives: The "General Objective" and the "Aim of the Study" are nearly identical in content. These should be merged to improve the paper's conciseness.
· Limited "Classical" Discussion: While the paper mentions that challenges remain regarding staining variability and tissue preservation, it lacks a detailed "Troubleshooting" or "Best Practices" section for the classical methods like PAS and Alcian Blue, which still serve as the cornerstone for many labs.
· Visual Aids: The manuscript relies heavily on text and one summary table. The inclusion of actual micrographs or a schematic diagram illustrating the MALDI-MSI workflow would significantly enhance the educational value for readers unfamiliar with spatial glycomics
3. Technical Corrections
· Terminology Clarification: In the classification section, the manuscript states that disaccharides are formed through "glycosidic bonds such as the N-glycosidic bond and the O-glycosidic bond". While technically true in the broader context of glycoconjugates, it should be clarified that standard dietary disaccharides (like sucrose or lactose) primarily involve O-glycosidic bonds.
· Scope Refinement: The justification mentions a "limited effort to comprehensively synthesize findings". The author could strengthen this by explicitly stating how this review differs from specific recent reviews (e.g., Drake et al., 2018) to better establish the manuscript's unique
contribution.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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