Review Form (Research)

	Book Name:
	Chemistry and Biochemistry: Research Progress

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7659

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Recent Advances and Case Studies in LC–MS and LC–MS/MS Applications in Pharmaceutical, Food, and Biological Sciences

	Type of the Article
	Research Article


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.
	1. Missing Case Study 2 — The abstract and Table 3 refer to a "rheumatoid arthritis metabolomics study." The body of the chapter jumps from the Ivosidenib study (Case Study 1) directly to food/nutraceutical analysis. The full RA case study section is absent. Table 3 also inconsistently labels the almond study as "Case Study 4" in the table but as "Case Study 3" in the body of the text. 

2. The Introduction is heavily repetitive — it contains at least four near-identical paragraphs that describe the history and applications of LC–MS. This needs significant condensation. 

3. Figures are absent — Figures 1–8 are referenced (structure of ISB, fragmentation routes, degradation pathways, line spectra), but no actual images are embedded. These are only captions/placeholders. 

4. Inconsistent and incomplete citation formatting — In-text citations use author names informally (e.g., [Samyah Alanazi 2025], [ Lisa M. Menacher 2026] with erratic spacing), while the reference list uses a numbered format. "Jinhui Zhang 2026" is cited several times in the text but does not appear in the reference list at all. 

5. Minor year discrepancy — Derivatisation section cites [Yu-Ping Huang2021], but Reference 7 in the list is dated 2022. 

6. Section heading numbering is inconsistent — Section 2 is introduced with a bullet point (•) instead of a numbered heading; "Results and Discussion" appears as Section 6 nested inside Case Study 5.2. 

7. Limitations are not discussed — The chapter does not address limitations of LC–MS methods or limitations of the individual case studies.
	


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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs 3Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	131. 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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	


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.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
Add a reference in the AI paragraph, “Goswami, H., Kabra, S., Pundhir, P., & Kabra, P. (2026). Healing with Data: Generative AI in Medical Diagnosis. In Generative AI in Modern Healthcare (pp. 155-185). Bentham Science Publishers.” And add another reference in GC-MS, “Kumari, R., Goswami, H., Sharma, M., Majhi, S., Verma, M., & Chauhan, I. Bioactive Potential of Murraya koenigii’s Oil, its Conventional Applications, GC-MS Profiling and In-silico Prediction of Antioxidant and Antidiabetic. Lett Func Foods, 2(2), 112-21.” And 5 to 7 more references related to topic
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
	


Reviewer details:

Harsh Goswami, Raj Kumar Goel Institute of Technology (Pharmacy), India

Page 4 of 4
V240326


