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

	Author’s Feedback (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.

	Umbilical cord blood gas analysis is a valuable objective tool for assessing neonatal acid-base status and predicting adverse outcomes in newborns. This research addresses an important clinical need for evidence-based parameters to guide immediate neonatal management and identify infants at risk for complications. The study contributes to the growing body of literature on objective measures that can supplement traditional subjective assessments like Apgar scores. However, significant methodological limitations limit its current contribution to scientific knowledge.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title appropriately reflects the study content and scope.
	

	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 requires substantial revision. It lacks critical information including: 
(1) specific methodology for statistical analysis, 
(2) clear primary and secondary outcomes, 
(3) confidence intervals for results, 
The results section contains concerning data abnormalities that need explanation. 
The conclusion overstates findings without adequate statistical support.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript contains several scientific and methodological errors: 
(1) Implausible data values (pH SD=0.83 is physiologically impossible, negative PaCO2 values), 
(2) No sample size calculation or power analysis
(3) Absence of inferential statistics to support conclusions 
(4) Missing control group or comparative analysis 
(5) Conclusions not supported by presented data 
(6) Inadequate description of quality control measures for blood gas analyzer.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally appropriate and recent, covering key literature on cord blood gas analysis. However, additional references on statistical methodology for diagnostic tests and recent meta-analyses on cord blood gas predictive values would strengthen the manuscript.
	

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

	The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, and unclear expressions that require comprehensive language editing before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	(1)  Figure Quality: The provided figures (Figure 1 and Figure 2) are of poor quality with insufficient resolution and clarity. The images appear blurry and pixelated, making it impossible to read axis labels, data points, or interpret the graphical content meaningfully. This significantly impacts the manuscript's scientific communication and violates standard publication requirements for figure quality. 
(2)  Data Presentation: The figures need to be regenerated with proper resolution (minimum 300 DPI), clear legible fonts, and appropriate sizing. Statistical plots should include error bars, sample sizes, and p-values where applicable. 
(3)  Formatting Issues: Table formatting is inconsistent, and the manuscript lacks proper scientific manuscript structure with clearly defined sections for statistical methods, limitations, and detailed discussion of findings. 
(4)  Reproducibility Concerns: The methodology section lacks sufficient detail for study replication, including specific protocols for blood sampling, storage conditions, and analyzer maintenance procedures.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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