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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 manuscript introduces an innovative point-of-care (PoC) platform, MyμAlbumin, which fills a critical gap in early-stage chronic kidney disease (CKD) monitoring. By downscaling the assay to a microvolume immunoturbidimetric format (125\

\mu\text{L} total volume), the authors successfully present a cost-effective mechanism to preserve expensive antibody reagents without compromising diagnostic sensitivity. The integration of digital signal filtering and wireless data capabilities addresses an essential demand for remote longitudinal tracking in modern decentralized healthcare. Overall, this work holds profound value for the scientific and medical communities, particularly for expanding screening accessibility in low-resource clinical settings.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	


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. The title accurately and objectively describes both the analytical and preliminary clinical nature of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. It appropriately covers the purpose, methods, analytical results (precision, accuracy, LOQ), clinical findings, and explicit study limitations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

1.
Calibration Model: Equation (3) uses a 2nd-degree polynomial (A = ax^2 + bx + c). While it shows a high fit (R^2 = 0.9995), polynomials can introduce mathematical ambiguity at high concentration ranges due to the natural curve bend (the Hook Effect). The authors should briefly clarify how the embedded algorithm resolves the dual mathematical roots of the parabola or switch to a standard 4-Parameter Logistic (4PL) regression.

2.
Accuracy Nomenclature: In the validation section, the metric labeled "Accuracy(%DMV)" is technically a calculation of Relative Error (%) or % Bias. True accuracy is usually declared as % Recovery. Relabeling this will align the draft with standard clinical chemistry nomenclature.

3.
Table 1 Completion: The data cells for the reference spectrophotometer at the 300 mg/L concentration threshold are left blank. If these tests were not performed, please note them as N/A accompanied by an explanatory footnote.
This manuscript represents an excellent, well-validated extension of the authors' previously published work on the MyACR platform (Biosensors 2025). It fits the scope of the book chapter perfectly. The study balances bench-top analytical evaluation with authentic clinical validation (n = 25). The minor revisions recommended are standard bio-analytical adjustments that do not diminish the inherent value of the device design. I highly recommend acceptance after minor revisions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference pool is recent and accurately connects the work to foundational clinical guidelines (e.g., ADA 2024 and KDIGO 2024 guidelines).
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. The project was explicitly approved by the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Medicine, Thammasat University (Project No. MTU-EC-OO-2-1-168/66; Approval No. 266/2566), and written informed consent was correctly verified.
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