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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 highlights the significance of microscale thermophoresis (MST) as a powerful method for studying biomolecular interactions, particularly those involving membrane proteins. It demonstrates how MST enables sensitive binding analysis under near-native conditions while requiring minimal sample amounts. The review also emphasizes the technique’s potential in drug discovery and characterization of complex membrane protein systems. Overall, it provides valuable insights for researchers working in membrane protein biology and biophysical analysis. 

	

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

	
Yes, the title “Microscale Thermophoresis for Characterizing Membrane Protein Interactions” is appropriate because it clearly reflects the main focus of the review. It is concise, specific, and informative for readers.
However, if a slightly more descriptive title is desired, an alternative could be:
“Applications of Microscale Thermophoresis in the Characterization of Membrane Protein Interactions.”

	

	 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 generally clear and comprehensive, However, it could be slightly improved by briefly mentioning the key advantages of MST compared with other biophysical techniques, such as its ability to work with small sample volumes and complex biological samples (e.g., cell lysates or native membranes). In addition, including a short statement about the potential role of MST in drug discovery and screening of membrane protein targets would further emphasize the broader impact and relevance of the technique for the scientific community.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
The manuscript includes many references covering recent studies, which makes the reference list generally sufficient and appropriate for a review. However, while many references are from 2010–2023, it would strengthen the manuscript to include a few more very recent publications (2024–2026) to reflect the latest methodological developments and applications of MST.

	

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

	
Yes, the overall English language quality is suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is generally clear, well-structured, and uses appropriate scientific terminology. However, Careful proofreading and language editing would further improve the flow and ensure consistency in terminology and formatting throughout the manuscript.

	

	Optional/General comments

	

The manuscript is valuable and suitable for publication after revisions, as it provides a useful overview of MST and its growing importance in membrane protein interaction studies.
To further improve the manuscript:
· The authors may consider language editing and careful proofreading for formatting issues,
· Inclusion of a few more recent references to ensure the review fully reflects the latest developments in the field. 
· Additionally, a summary table comparing MST with other interaction analysis techniques or summarizing key applications could enhance the readability and practical value of the review. 
· Some figure captions are overly long or detailed. Consider shortening them to make the key information clear and easy to read.
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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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