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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and emerging area in stress research by evaluating hair growth pathway as an alternative biological route for assessing chronic stress. The study contributes to the growing body of literature seeking non-invasive, long-term biomarkers of stress, which is particularly relevant for translational and epidemiological research. By comparing serum and hair-based measurements across multiple biomarkers and stress induction models, the study offers potentially valuable insights for both experimental physiology and future human research. If methodologically strengthened and clearly presented, the findings may support broader applications of hair-based stress assessment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It contains grammatical and spelling issues and could be more precise.
e.g; “Comparative Evaluation of Systemic and Hair Growth Pathways for the Detection and Assessment of Chronic Stress”

instead of : 

COMPARATIVE STUDY BETWEEN SYSTEMIC ROUTE AND HAIR GROWTH PATHWAY IN DETECTION AND ASSESMENT OF CHRONIC STRESS
	

	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.


	· Clearly state the hypothesis and primary outcome measures.

· Reduce excessive numerical reporting and focus on statistically significant findings.

· Improve language clarity and consistency of units (e.g., ng/ml vs pg/ml).

· Explicitly mention the animal model and stress duration in a concise manner
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The sample size (n=5 per group) is small and limits statistical power; this limitation should be clearly acknowledged.

· Inconsistencies are noted between reported p-values and interpretations in some sections.

· Recovery phase methodology is insufficiently described.

· Units and biomarker ranges are sometimes inconsistent or unclear.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Some citations are inconsistently formatted.

· Several references cited in the discussion are not clearly linked to specific results.

· A few key references on hair cortisol methodology and validation could be more systematically integrated
	

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


	· Frequent grammatical errors and sentence fragmentation.

· Inconsistent tense usage.

· Redundancy and lack of conciseness, particularly in the Discussion section.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Conclusions should be more cautiously phrased, avoiding overgeneralization beyond the animal model
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Ethical approval is implied but not clearly documented.
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