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	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 and timely question in the management of chronic heart failure: the optimal detection of pulmonary congestion in stable ambulatory patients. By directly comparing remote dielectric sensing and lung ultrasound using a blinded adjudicated reference standard, the study provides valuable head-to-head diagnostic accuracy data in a real-world outpatient setting. The findings contribute to the growing body of evidence on objective congestion assessment and help clarify the complementary roles of device-based and imaging-based strategies. Given the increasing emphasis on early decongestion and prevention of heart failure hospitalizations, this work offers practical insights that may inform structured ambulatory care pathways and future outcome-driven research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally appropriate. It clearly identifies the two index tests (remote dielectric sensing and lung ultrasound), the target condition (pulmonary congestion), the population (heart failure), and the study design (prospective pragmatic diagnostic accuracy study). This level of specificity is helpful for readers, reviewers, and indexing purposes.
	

	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.


	The abstract is generally well structured and covers the key methodological elements of a diagnostic accuracy study, including design, population, index tests, reference standard, and principal performance metrics. It clearly reports AUC values, threshold-based sensitivity and specificity, and agreement statistics, which are appropriate and informative.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically correct in methods and analysis, with the key caveat that the findings depend strongly on an imperfect, non-invasive reference standard and an exploratory LUS cutoff, which require clearer positioning and, where possible, additional sensitivity/validation analyses.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites an appropriate number of references that cover foundational work on pulmonary congestion, lung ultrasound, and remote dielectric sensing, and includes several recent studies (e.g., Platz et al. 2017/2016, Rastogi et al. 2024). The authors also reference relevant methodological guidelines (STARD 2015).
	

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


	Overall, the English language quality is good and generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clearly written, logically structured, and technically understandable. The terminology is appropriate for a cardiology and diagnostic accuracy audience, and the statistical reporting is generally clear and consistent.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a well-conducted and clinically relevant prospective diagnostic accuracy study addressing an important gap in ambulatory heart failure care. The head-to-head comparison of remote dielectric sensing and lung ultrasound in a stable outpatient population, combined with blinded adjudication and standardized protocols, represents a meaningful contribution to the field. The statistical analysis is appropriate, and the interpretation is generally balanced and cautious.

To further strengthen the manuscript, I recommend clearer positioning of the composite reference standard as a pragmatic rather than definitive gold standard, and slightly more conservative framing of exploratory threshold findings. Clarifying sample size justification and expanding discussion of generalizability (single-center design, experienced operators) would also improve methodological transparency. Minor language polishing, particularly removal of conversational phrasing in the Discussion, would enhance academic tone.

With these refinements, the manuscript would provide valuable evidence to inform structured congestion assessment strategies in ambulatory heart failure care.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there aren’t.
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