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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 provides a comprehensive and up-to-date review of the applications of infrared spectroscopy in disease diagnosis through breath analysis. Given the non-invasive nature and high potential of this method for the early detection of serious diseases such as cancer and viral infections, this article can serve as a valuable resource for researchers, students, and clinicians interested in developing novel diagnostic techniques.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
Yes, the title is perfectly suitable and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.

	

	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 comprehensive, but it could be more focused. I suggest that instead of a general historical overview, the abstract should place greater emphasis on summarizing the specific findings and applications discussed in the article (e.g., cancer and COVID-19 diagnosis). This will help the reader to more quickly grasp the research value of the paper.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and well-documented. The information provided is supported by references to credible scientific sources.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
Yes, the references are well-selected and are up-to-date, with a focus on articles published between 2020 and 2025.	
	

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

	
The quality of the English language is good, but some sentences require minor revisions to improve flow and precision. I recommend a final review by a professional language editor.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Manuscript, "DISEASE DIAGNOSIS IN BREATH USING FTIR SPECTROSCOPY." This is an excellent and timely review of a highly important topic. Your comprehensive overview of the field and its recent advancements is commendable. The manuscript's focus on recent literature from 2020-2025 provides a valuable snapshot of the state-of-the-art.
The work is well-structured and covers the history, challenges, and diverse applications of FTIR spectroscopy in breath analysis. The use of relevant figures from recent publications significantly enhances the presentation.
I have a few questions and suggestions that I believe will further strengthen the manuscript and its impact as a book chapter.
Specific Comments and Questions for Improvement:
1. Introduction and Literature Review: The introduction provides a good historical perspective, but the transition from historical context (e.g., Hippocrates) to modern spectroscopic techniques could be smoother. Consider a more focused narrative that directly links these early ideas to the technological evolution. To make the review even more comprehensive, the authors could also utilize recent work on specialized optical sensors for specific biomarkers in the introduction, such as: Mortazavi, S., Makouei, S., & Garamaleki, S. M. (2023). Hollow core photonic crystal fiber based carbon monoxide sensor design applicable for hyperbilirubinemia diagnosis. Optical Engineering, 62(6), 066105-066105.
2. Critical Analysis: While the manuscript provides a strong summary of various studies, it would benefit from a more critical evaluation of the methodologies. A comparative analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of FTIR versus other techniques (e.g., GC-MS) for specific disease biomarkers would add significant depth. Please elaborate on why FTIR is a superior choice for certain metabolites, as briefly touched upon with acetic anhydride.
3. Figure Explanations: The figures are well-chosen, but their explanations in the text could be more detailed. For example, in Figure 2, it would be helpful to connect the VOC pathways in the body directly to how FTIR spectroscopy detects these specific compounds. A more explicit link between the visual data and the scientific conclusion would enhance reader comprehension.
4. Discussion of Technical Details: Please provide more detail on the technical challenges, such as the water suppression method (cooling to -60°C). Are there alternative or newer techniques for water removal that could be discussed? This would provide a more complete picture of the current research landscape.
5. Future Outlook: As a forward-looking book chapter, the manuscript would be more impactful with a dedicated section on the future of the field. What are the key areas for future research? How will the integration of technologies like AI/ML further advance the clinical use of FTIR breath analysis?
6. Clarity and Flow: I recommend a final review of the text for grammar and flow. Some sentences could be rephrased to improve readability and maintain a consistent academic tone throughout the manuscript.
I believe addressing these points will elevate the quality of the manuscript and make it an even more valuable contribution to the scientific literature. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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