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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.
	The scientific novelty of the study appears limited. The reported differences in haemoglobin, RBC count, PCV, MCV, MCH and MCHC between anaemic and non-anaemic individuals are well established in clinical and laboratory medicine, and the peripheral smear findings described in the manuscript are likewise consistent with well-documented haematological patterns. The manuscript does not currently demonstrate a sufficiently clear new scientific contribution beyond describing these expected laboratory differences in a small and insufficiently characterized study population.
	


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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	1
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	


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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The methodology is insufficiently described and requires substantial clarification. The authors should explain the method used for random selection and justify the very different sample sizes (60 participants in the study group vs. 12 in the comparison group). It is also unclear whether medical histories were assessed to exclude thalassemia, other medical conditions, medication use, or previous surgery that could explain anemia. Moreover, the lack of iron-status parameters (particularly ferritin and serum iron) makes the characterization and interpretation of anemia difficult. These methodological issues should be addressed before the results can be adequately evaluated.
Furthermore, the manuscript itself states that the number of participants screened or excluded and the documentation used to verify the eligibility criteria are not provided and should be confirmed against the study records. This suggests that essential methodological information is currently missing from the manuscript and may still require clarification or verification by the authors. The study should not be considered methodologically complete until these data are provided.” The source report describes participants as randomly selected; however, the sampling frame and the procedures used to select cases and controls were not sufficiently documented in the records available for this manuscript.” “It does not provide the number screened or excluded, or the documentation used to verify each criterion. These details should be confirmed against the study records before submission.”

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Recent, yes, but sufficient, no. The authors state in the manuscript: “Regional studies provide context but involve different populations and questions. Nath and Pallathadka (2025a) reported anaemia among allied healthcare students in West Tripura, while a separate study examined menstrual-cycle-related haemoglobin variation among female students in Tripura (Nath & Pallathadka, 2025b). These student cohorts are not direct comparators for an adult laboratory-based sample. The present analysis focuses on the baseline comparison of anaemic adult females and healthy controls from West Tripura, using the available CBC indices and smear records.”

However, these two references are used merely as background bibliography and have no clear connection to the present study. No findings, statistical results, or specific evidence from either study are presented. The authors only describe differences between the study populations, which does not provide a meaningful comparison or establish the relevance of these references to the current research.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No. However, the wording of the declaration is somewhat unusual: “The source study record states that permission was obtained from the Research Advisory Committee of the Tripura Institute of Paramedical Sciences (Ref. No. TIPS/RAC/2025-26/RAC-90) and that written consent was obtained before specimen collection.” The authors should clarify why the ethics/permission statement refers to a “source study record” rather than directly providing the ethical approval information for the present study.
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