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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, but “cross sectional” should be hyphenated. The title should also state “mild” anemia since this is more accurate and reflective of the inclusion criteria. Also, the duration of the study here states four months, but the study design and duration state three months. Please align these values. 
	

	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.


	The sample size is redundantly listed twice. “Young” should also be deleted because their age “18-25 years” is detailed. Why is this Hb range used, given that anemia diagnoses in women are generally <12 g/dL by organizations such as the World Health Organization? Separately, why is there a lower limit for the range included in this study? (Note: It is stated later in the manuscript that this range related to “mild anemia” and this should be stated earlier as well.) also recommend explicitly stating that VO2max was estimated, given that it was not measured directly, but rather calculated. Please also quantify the statement currently indicating that a significant number of participants exhibited elevated heart rates and longer completion times.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	For the introduction: (1) Why does the introduction discuss 15-19-year olds when this study includes 18-25-year olds? I recommend replacing this with data more closely related to the research subjects. (2) recommend replacing “physical training” with “aerobic training” since physical training can also involve stretching, weight training, and so forth, which are less impactful regarding hemoglobin and related parameters. (3) mentioned the value of anemia screening to improve long-term health outcomes. This requires prior mention of such outcomes earlier in the introduction. (4) The 54.2% statistic is included twice in the introduction. 
Please edit one out. For the materials and methods: (1) Please clarify what “evaluated and inspected” connotes. Were devices calibrated, for example? (2) How were participants recruited? Flyers, internet, etc? (3) Why was there no lower limit for BMI in the inclusion criteria? Might this influence exercise performance, given that underweight individuals may also be prone to additional deficiencies that could influence outcomes? (4) including participants with “mild anemia” and this should be reflected in the title and abstract. (5) Were any steps taken to ensure consistent dietary intake, such as food logs? What about standardized breakfasts prior to testing? What about consistency with sleep? (6) Please share the make and model of the scale and stadiometer used. (7) Was heart rate recorded in a standing or seated position, and how was it recorded? (8) Under “Safety and Monitoring,” it is stated that no adverse events were reported. This should be relocated to the results section. 
For the results section: (1) The upper cutoff is 11.99 g/dL, which contrasts with the value stated in the abstract of 11.5 g/dL. Please unify.(2) The first four paragraphs in the results and discussion section are more appropriate for the methods section. (3) What does “valid data mean?” Can detail the reasons for which the 15 participants who were initially screened were included? This may influence the validity of the findings. (4) shared that the subjects were largely urban, and students. Were demographic data collected that led to this conclusion? Can present such data in a table? If not, please omit this sentence. 
For the discussion: (1) The language regarding a “decline in aerobic capacity” suggests measured aerobic capacity at more than one timepoint. Instead, suggest using language reflective of low values rather than a reduction in values. (2) Please share the age range of participants included in the Kalasurameth paper. (3) No limitations were described in the strengths and limitations section. Limitations are apparently shared in a later section, which is confusing. (4) Writing that the fundings of this study indicate that anemia impairs functional capacity is problematic because, although other research has demonstrated a causal connection between the two, this study is observational and unequipped to substantiate such a statement.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Please include a reference to substantiate the value of a practice trial regarding learning effects. Please include a reference for the second sentence of the second paragraph of the discussion regarding the existing evidence of detrimental impact of reduced Hb on myriad outcomes. discussed academic and occupational productivity improving from addressing anemia,
	

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


	Most of the language included in the manuscript is appropriate, although suggestions of causal inference (noted above) are inappropriate for this type of study. Some grammatical errors are also present, but not ubiquitous.
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