Review Form (Research)

	Book Name:
	Research Perspective on Biological Science

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7596

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	A Portable Point-of-Care Device for the Dual Quantification of G6PD Activity and Hemoglobin in Low-Resource Settings

	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.
	This study introduces and evaluates the MyG6PD device, a handheld, point of care (PoC) diagnostic device capable of simultaneous quantification of G6PD enzyme activity and hemoglobin concentration in blood. 
The primary objective is to address the need for detecting G6PD deficiency, a common enzymopathy particularly prevalent in malaria endemic regions, in order to prevent acute hemolytic crises induced by oxidative drugs and to support the management of neonatal hyperbilirubinemia. The device has been demonstrated to exhibit high accuracy and sensitivity, enabling detection of intermediate phenotypes. Owing to its portability, ease of use, and low cost, it is well suited for low resource settings
	


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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
The conclusion claims that the device has "stellar analytical precision" and is "robustly identifying intermediate phenotypes" yet the data are derived from only 15 samples (too small), with no comparison to the genetic gold standard method (genotyping method).
	

	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
	2
The manuscript has almost no separate section on limitations. Only one sentence at the end of the Discussion states that "large-scale field validation is needed," but it does not list the specific limitations: small sample size, lack of capillary blood testing, absence of genotyping, and absence of a real patient population.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

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

Rating Scale: 

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

	11. 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
	4
The discussion compares the findings with previous studies on the STANDARD G6PD, CareStart, and FST. It mentions the advantage of detecting intermediate phenotypes. However, it does not address the systematic difference between MyG6PD and the SD Biosensor (regression coefficient of 0.8266)
	

	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
	2
(Same comment as in No.8 above)
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
Page 13/15: Mistypo STNADARD G6PD AnalyzerTM
	


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.
	· Error in the regression equation: In section 3.2.1 (Correlation Analysis), the authors write:
“SD Biosensor against the reference yielded y=1.531xy” and “MyG6PD against the SD Biosensor yielded y=0.8266xy”; this is an incorrect representation (both x and y appear on the right-hand side). A regression equation must be of the form y = ax + b.
· Clinical sample size is too small (n=15) to draw firm conclusions about the accuracy of the device in detecting intermediate phenotypes.

· Lack of Bland-Altman analysis to assess agreement, relying solely on Pearson correlation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES

	


PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	It should be recommended to conduct an independent, multi-center study on a malaria endemic population with a sufficiently large sample size (at least 200–300 patients), including comparison with both genotyping and the fluorescent spot test (FST), along with Bland-Altman analysis and reporting of clinical sensitivity/specificity according to each WHO threshold. 
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