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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.

	The review offers veterinarians, clinical pathologists, and researchers an evidence-based framework for interpreting biomarker results in clinical practice while promoting the development of standardized validation strategies and more robust translational research. As molecular diagnostics continue to expand in veterinary medicine, this work provides a resource to support both evidence-based clinical decision-making and the future implementation of precision veterinary medicine. By comparing the analytical validation, clinical performance of established and emerging biomarkers, the manuscript identifies important methodological gaps and highlights priorities for future research.
	








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 paper? 
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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the objectives 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?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable5

	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. 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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
1.Molecular biomarkers have progressively SUPPLEMENTED descriptive clinicopathological interpretation as AN IMPORTANT means by which veterinarians detect, stage and monitor disease in dogs and cats.
2. Symmetric dimethylarginine (SDMA) has accumulated the strongest validation among renal biomarkers, detecting a reduction in glomerular filtration rate of less than  20% earlier than serum creatinine in a controlled longitudinal cohort, although large-scale concordance data indicate that mild elevations require cautious interpretation.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
1. Over the past two decades this paradigm has been supplemented, and in some domains  PARTIALLY REPLACED, by molecular biomarkers
2. The Introduction contains insufficient bibliographic references; several entire paragraphs lack citations.
3. Renal Biomarkers: Symmetric Dimethylarginine and the Redefinition of Early Chronic Kidney Disease Detection - insufficient bibliographic references
4. Cardiac Biomarkers: Natriuretic Peptides and Troponins in Companion Animal Cardiology - - insufficient bibliographic references
5. Acute Phase Proteins as Inflammatory Biomarkers Across Species - insufficient bibliographic references
6. Pancreatic Lipase Immunoreactivity and the Biochemical Diagnosis of Pancreatitis - insufficient bibliographic references
7. Molecular Diagnostics for Infectious Disease: PCR, RT-PCR and Next-Generation Sequencing - insufficient bibliographic references
8. Genetic Panel Testing and Hereditary Disease Screening insufficient bibliographic references
9. Cross-Cutting Methodological and Translational Challenges – no bibliographic references in text
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO – INSUFFICIENT REFERENCES FOR A 10.000 WORS ARTICLE
YES- THEY ARE RECENT 60% OF THE REFERENCES ARE AFTER 2016
	

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

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

	NO
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