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



	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.


	Clarity of objectives: Clearly states what the study is about and what it seeks to measure.

Use of statistics: Includes prevalence, mean hemoglobin changes, and significance values (p < 0.001), which adds rigor.

Public health relevance: Focuses on a real and pressing issue, with practical implications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Prevalence of Anemia and the Influence of Socio-Demographic Factors Among School Children in Uttar Pradesh: Evaluation of the Mid-Day Meal Scheme
	

	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 abstract is generally clear and well-structured, but there are a few issues:

1. Overly Long and Detailed – Abstracts should be concise (150–250 words for most journals). This one is closer to a mini-report, with too much detail in the methods and results.

2. Redundancy – Phrases like “the study aims to assess” and “this study focuses on” repeat similar ideas.

3. Methods Section Too Technical – Details such as “HemoCue Hb 301 analyzer” and specific statistical tests are too technical for an abstract; mentioning “hemoglobin estimation” and “appropriate statistical analysis” would suffice.

4. Results Overloaded – Numerical details (e.g., “mean increase of 1.3 g/dL, p < 0.001”) could be simplified to highlight the key finding without excessive statistics.

5. Keywords Formatting – The keyword list is a bit long and could be streamlined.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes —scientific in structure and presentation, but it has some areas that could be improved to meet the standards of scientific writing in journals or conferences. 

Strengths

Structured flow: It covers background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusion, which follows the IMRAD (Introduction, Literature review, Methods, Results, and Discussion) approach.

Issues That Limit Scientific Rigor

1. Redundancy 

2. Style – Some sentences read more like a report than a scientific abstract. For example:

3. Keywords – They are appropriate, but could be narrowed down to 3–5 focused terms for indexing.

Summarily, Yes, it is scientific, but it needs refinement to be concise, sharper in style, and aligned with journal abstract requirements.
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