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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.


	The manuscript provides valuable insights into the role of uric acid as a biomarker for assessing the severity of preeclampsia, especially in resource-limited settings. Its findings reinforce the potential utility of incorporating uric acid measurements into clinical practice for early detection of renal involvement and disease progression, which could improve maternal and fetal outcomes. By establishing correlations with established severity criteria, this research contributes to the growing body of evidence supporting more targeted monitoring and management strategies in preeclampsia.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "Correlation of Uric Acid with Quantitative Severity Criteria in Preeclampsia," is suitable as it clearly reflects the study's focus. However, an alternative could be "Uric Acid as a Marker of Severity in Preeclampsia: A Correlational Study," if a broader scope is desired.


	

	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 comprehensive, covering the study's aims, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. Still, it could benefit from a clearer statement of the clinical implications of the findings. Including specific data on the strength of correlations for each severity marker and the potential impact on clinical decision-making would enhance its utility.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology and statistical analysis. The conclusions are supported by the data presented. However, some limitations related to the retrospective design and sample size should be more explicitly discussed to contextualize the findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include both foundational and recent studies; however, expanding the citation list with newer research from the last few years on uric acid and preeclampsia could strengthen the manuscript. Including more recent articles detailing biomarkers or therapeutic approaches would be beneficial.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication. It is clear and appropriately structured.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Optional/General comments: The study addresses a pertinent clinical question and could be impactful, especially for low-resource settings. Future prospective studies with larger samples could validate and extend these findings, paving the way for more integrated biomarker panels in preeclampsia management.
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