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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 study reviews aspects related to Relative Energy
Deficiency in Sport, particularly considering how the causes, presentation, detection, and consequences differ between male and female athletes. This topic is extremely interesting and relevant, considering that for many years only the female athlete triad drew attention  to the care needed regarding energy deficit and its physiologically detrimental consequences on the body and performance of athletes.
	




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 paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Score 5 - Excellent
	

	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
	
Score 5 - Excellent
	

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

	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
	
Score 5 - Excellent
	

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Score 5 – Excellent
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained
properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Score 5 - Excellent
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	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Score 4 - Good
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done
?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Score 5 - Excellent
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Score 5 - Excellent
	

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer
reviewed authentic sources) Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	
Score 5 - Excellent
	

	14. 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
	
Score 5 - Excellent
	





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.
	
The title is suitable and accurately describes the content covered in the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article
comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes, the abstract is adequate  and clearly summarizes the overall content of the manuscript
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is written in appropriate scientific language and is organized into sections according to the type of study. The results are presented in the form of tables and are discussed based on data
from the scientific literature. The conclusions are appropriate to the proposed objectives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and
recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are adequate  in terms of both the number and
quality of the studies. It is possible to verify that the authors conducted an extensive review of the scientific literature in the area of study. Additionally, of the 38 articles referenced, the majority of them are studies published in the last 5 years, demonstrating the relevant and current interest of the information, as presented in the study.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No, there are NO ethical issues in this manuscript.
	





Reviewer details:

Ana Quenia Gomes Da Silva Allahdadi, Federal University of Bahia, Brazil
