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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 addresses an important public health issue by investigating the prevalence of iron deficiency anaemia and identifying biochemical predictors among school-aged adolescent girls in Rivers State, Nigeria. The study provides valuable epidemiological and laboratory data that may support early diagnosis and targeted intervention strategies in this vulnerable population. The findings, particularly regarding the predictive value of serum ferritin, haemoglobin, serum iron, and total iron-binding capacity, contribute useful evidence for improving school-based screening programmes and anaemia prevention policies. Overall, the manuscript has potential relevance for clinicians, public health practitioners, and policymakers working to reduce the burden of iron deficiency anaemia in adolescents. 
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
No revision required. The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the study population, study design, and primary objectives.
	

	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
	5
No revision required. The abstract clearly summarizes the aim, methodology, key findings, and conclusions.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
No revision required. The keywords accurately represent the major concepts of the study
	

	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
	4
Not applicable. The introduction is well organized and adequately justifies the study; however, inclusion of a few more recent Nigerian epidemiological studies would further strengthen the background. 

	

	

	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
	5
No revision required. The objectives are clearly stated and logically derived from the identified knowledge gap
	


	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
	4
Not applicable. The literature review is relevant and includes recent references, although a few additional international systematic reviews could improve the discussion
	

	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
	5
No revision required. The study design, sampling, laboratory methods, and statistical analyses are appropriate for addressing the research objectives.
	

	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
No revision required. Ethical approval, informed consent, assent, and confidentiality procedures are adequately described.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
No revision required. Results are presented systematically with appropriate tables and clear statistical reporting.
	

	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


	‘5
No revision required. The tables are informative, well organized, and adequately support the findings.
	

	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
Not applicable. The discussion appropriately compares findings with previous studies, though it could include a broader comparison with studies from other regions and discuss possible biological mechanisms in greater depth.
	

	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
	5
No revision required. The conclusions are consistent with the results and appropriately reflect the study findings.
	

	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
	5
No revision required. The manuscript clearly acknowledges important methodological limitations and suggests future research directions.
	

	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
	4
Not applicable. The reference list is comprehensive and current; however, careful verification of a few very recent citations is recommended before publication.
	

	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
	5
No revision required. The manuscript is written in clear scientific English with good organization and readability. Minor language polishing during copyediting would be sufficient.
	



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 clear, informative, and accurately reflects the study population, study objectives, and key variables investigated. It appropriately emphasizes both the prevalence of iron deficiency anaemia and the evaluation of biochemical predictors.
	

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

	YES. The abstract succinctly summarizes the background, objectives, methodology, principal findings, and conclusions, providing an accurate overview of the study
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES. The study is scientifically sound with an appropriate cross-sectional design, adequate sample size, suitable biochemical methods, and appropriate statistical analyses. The conclusions are supported by the presented data.
	

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

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

	YES. The manuscript cites an adequate number of relevant and recent publications, including current WHO guidelines and recent peer-reviewed studies. A final verification of a few very recent references is recommended during copyediting.
	

	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, informed consent, participant assent, and confidentiality procedures have been appropriately addressed and adequately documented.
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