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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 investigates an underexplored but clinically significant topic: the lifestyle behaviors and health awareness of women with PCOS residing in the sub-Himalayan region of Uttarakhand, India. By integrating descriptive profiling of lifestyle parameters (physical activity, dietary habits, beverage consumption, stress, and sleep) with inferential analysis of the association between educational status and PCOS awareness, the study generates locally applicable evidence relevant to clinicians, nutritionists, and public health planners. The statistically significant association between nutritional knowledge and daily meal frequency is a meaningful contribution that bridges the knowledge-behavior gap in PCOS self-management research.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The title is appropriately descriptive, clearly specifying the target population (sub-Himalayan women), the condition (PCOS), and the domain of inquiry (lifestyle habits). However, the term "Lifestyle Habits" could be refined to "Lifestyle Behaviors and Self-Awareness Practices" to better reflect the manuscript’s actual scope, which also covers nutritional awareness and health self-care.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The abstract is partially comprehensive but requires revision. 
(1) The Background section is imprecise: the phrase "predisposed by confident lifestyle choices" is semantically incorrect and should be revised to "modulated by lifestyle choices." 
(2) The Results section states the chi-square value as "(2, p < 0.05)" without reporting the actual chi-square statistic (χ² = 9.161). 
(3) The Conclusion conflates prevention and management. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. Several scientific inaccuracies require correction: 
(1) Table 1 presents Practice of Running with Mean = 4.00 and SD = 0.00 for all 300 participants, which is biologically implausible and requires methodological clarification
(2) The chi-square test is described in the Abstract and Introduction as testing "education and PCOS awareness," but Table 2 and its narrative describe "nutritional awareness vs. meal consumption patterns" 
(3) the F-statistic (F = 9.16) is incorrectly used in the text to report a chi-square value; 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The reference list has several deficiencies: 
(1) it lacks PCOS-specific literature, no PCOS prevalence studies in Indian populations  
(2) there are no references supporting claims about the sub-Himalayan region; 
(3) Piercy et al. (2020) is incorrectly cited as JAMA 324(20) date but the Physical Activity Guidelines for Americans was published in 2018 (Piercy KL, Troiano RP, Ballard RM, et al. The Physical Activity Guidelines for Americans. JAMA. 2018;320(19):2020–2028. doi:10.1001/jama.2018.14854)
(4) several key claims (e.g., 9–36% PCOS prevalence in India) are made without citations.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. Ethical approval is documented (HNBGU Ethics Committee, Registration Number EC/NEW/INST/2023/3552) and written informed consent was obtained. No ethical concerns were identified.
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