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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This manuscript explores the potential of hair analysis as a non-invasive alternative to blood testing for assessing renal function markers such as urea, creatinine, and uric acid. The study is particularly relevant for clinical and forensic applications where blood collection may be challenging, such as in comatose patients or forensic investigations. By investigating the correlation between hair and blood biochemical parameters, this research contributes to the broader understanding of alternative diagnostic methods. Although the study found no significant correlation, it highlights the need for further research to refine hair analysis techniques and explore its potential applications in clinical diagnostics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	A Study on Hair as a Potential Alternative to Blood for Measuring Urea, Creatinine, and Uric Acid
	

	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 lacks clarity and consistency, particularly in reporting results and conclusions. It should clearly state the study’s aim, methodology, key findings, and implications while avoiding contradictions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript follows standard scientific procedures for sample collection, biochemical analysis, and statistical testing, making it generally scientifically correct. However, there are methodological concerns (small sample size, unclear selection criteria, potential contamination in hair analysis) and statistical issues (inappropriate use of ANOVA for correlation analysis). Additionally, contradictory results and unclear conclusions weaken the scientific reliability of the study. These aspects need improvement to ensure the research is methodologically sound and the findings are accurately interpreted.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include some outdated sources and lack recent studies on hair as a biomarker. Additional citations on hair vs. blood biochemical markers and their clinical relevance should be included.


	

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


	No, the language quality is not suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript contains grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and unclear phrasing, which make it difficult to read. It needs thorough proofreading and rewording for clarity, coherence, and academic tone before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study explores an interesting topic, but several areas need improvement before it can be considered for publication. The methodology requires more clarity, especially in sample selection and statistical analysis. The results section contains contradictions, which should be resolved to ensure accuracy. Additionally, the writing quality needs significant improvement, as grammatical errors and unclear phrasing make the manuscript difficult to follow. Strengthening the discussion with recent references and a clearer interpretation of findings would enhance the paper’s impact. Addressing these issues will improve the study’s scientific validity and readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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