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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 addresses a clinically relevant gap in sports medicine by proposing a compact Arduino-based
wearable platform for simultaneous real-time monitoring of athlete stress, hydration, and tendon mechanics.
The convergence of galvanic skin response, bioimpedance analysis, high-resolution IMUs, and strain sensors
in a single microcontroller-based framework is a meaningful systems engineering contribution, as most prior
wearable systems are limited to one or two physiological modalities. If rigorously validated, such a platform
could support injury-prevention protocols in settings where laboratory-grade monitoring is unavailable.
However, substantial revision is needed before the system's novelty and feasibility can be fully evaluated
	



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
	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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 Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	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
	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.

	Partially suitable. The phrase "Tendon Stiffness Analysis" overstates the contribution,
as the system measures kinematic/kinetic surrogates via IMU and strain sensors rather than
direct mechanical stiffness.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
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
.
	Partially. Three specific concerns arise: (1) Characterizing IMU/strain-sensor outputs as
"tendon stiffness" is inaccurate - these are kinematic proxies, not direct stiffness
measurements; the terminology should be corrected throughout. (2) The feasibility of an
ATmega328P at 16 MHz performing simultaneous HRV analysis, BIA processing, and IMU fusion
in real-time is not demonstrated or benchmarked - this is a non-trivial computational claim.
(3) The conversion of raw bioimpedance values to hydration estimates requires a validated
algorithm that is not described anywhere in the methodology.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	
Yes. The 29 references span 2018-2025, with strong representation of 2024-2025 publications
across all four major domains (stress, hydration, tendon mechanics, multi-modal wearables).
Minor inconsistency: some journal names appear in bold in the reference list while others
do not - formatting should be standardized.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	
Yes. The manuscript describes validation trials involving human subjects (10-30 athletes)
but contains no mention of: (1) institutional review board (IRB) or ethics committee approval;
(2) informed consent procedures; (3) data privacy protections. This omission must be rectified
before publication. The authors should add an explicit ethics statement in the Methods section
with the relevant approval number and consent process.
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