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	The manuscript entitled "Estimation of Caffeine Content and Adulteration in Different Branded and Unbranded Tea Available in Local Market" addresses an interesting topic; however, after careful evaluation, I have several concerns regarding the overall scientific quality and rigor of the study.

First, the methodology described lacks adherence to established standard protocols. The techniques employed for caffeine extraction, moisture determination, and adulteration tests are presented without sufficient detail or reference to internationally recognized methods such as ISO or AOAC standards. The absence of positive and negative controls further weakens the reliability of the findings. The methods used for detecting adulterants, particularly physical observations like the magnet and color tests, seem overly simplistic and not quantitatively validated. In addition, critical information about the analytical instruments, such as calibration procedures and specific models used, is missing.

Second, the data presentation raises concerns about scientific robustness. While tables are included, there is a clear lack of statistical analysis. No mention is made of error margins, standard deviations, or significance testing, which are necessary to support the conclusions drawn. Some inconsistencies in numerical reporting, especially in the caffeine estimation section, suggest possible calculation or typographical errors. Moreover, the sampling method is weak, as the use of basic random sampling in a very limited geographic area cannot provide a representative assessment of the broader local market.

Third, regarding the interpretation of results, the conclusions seem overly generalized and are not fully supported by the data. For example, while variations in caffeine content are noted, no biochemical or agricultural explanations are provided beyond citing external literature. The statement regarding safe daily consumption based on caffeine content, while informative, is simplistic and does not account for individual variation in caffeine sensitivity. The discussion of adulteration is largely qualitative without sufficient chemical validation, and no linkage is made between the findings and potential health risks through experimental data.

In summary, although the topic is relevant and potentially valuable, the scientific weaknesses in study design, data analysis, and interpretation are significant. I recommend major revisions focused on improving the methodology, conducting appropriate statistical analyses, clarifying sample collection protocols, and strengthening the link between data and conclusions. At present, the manuscript is not suitable for publication in its current form.
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