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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 (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.


	Using various frameworks, the manuscript describes and addresses chamber, time, and niche aware spatial transcriptomic analysis of human ventricular development during the 13 to 15 post-conception weeks. The author applies pseudobulk differential expression with FDR control to quantify the differences between the left and right ventricles and changes with time using the atlas from Farah et al. The results link chamber-biased and temporal gene programs to tissue regions during the maturation process of ventricles. This helps in developing a framework for quantitative and machine readable analysis of the development of the human heart.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	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.


	Short forms like ‘FDR’ and ‘CM’ used in the abstract can be elaborated for a better understanding of general readers. Arrow notation, as used in the expression “13→15 PCW” can be avoided; instead, the expression can be explained in words. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It is well written with relevant analytical plots.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent. The DOI link has been provided for all references. 
	

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


	The English language is suitable, but can be improved in certain sections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Certain notations like “/” and “→” can be avoided and explained in words instead, as done in scientific text. Subsection headings can be numbered. Cited reference articles can also be numbered within “[]” in the text. Font type should not change between different subsections of the manuscript. Methods can be written more methodically by summarizing the sequence of steps instead of directly using variable names from code or programs. They can be formatted better and written using better mathematical notation. Also, certain ambiguous notations like “↔” should be avoided and explained in words instead. Results should be written as per scientific reporting standards, with proper grammatical tense. Either “Fig.” or “Figure” notation may be used. Text font size must be increased in figures to make them readable. Axis plot labels can have a better mathematical notation in figures. Short-hand notation can be avoided. Notations can be explained when used and required.
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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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