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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

(Please write few sentences regarding this manuscript to justify your answer)
	Yes, the topic, intent and data presented in the manuscript can positively contribute in understanding female menstrual disorders and female well-being in general. It is an important step towards defeating taboos related to menstrual disorders and how people are uncomfortable discussing such topics, understanding them and then finally recognizing and working towards improvement. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is fine but can be improved and made more appropriate 
E.G: “The Relationship Between Blood Types, Hemoglobin Genotypes, and Menstrual Disorders Among Undergraduate Female Students: A Single-Center Study" Since the study was performed in a single institute.”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?


	Yes, but there is room for improvement, especially when it comes to the methods section. 
Comments have been made and highlighted in the manuscript itself. 

And the study design mentioned in abstract is in contrary to the study design mentioned in article text, in the former it is quoted as a cross-sectional study, while in the article text it is described as randomized trial, and control and experimental groups defined. The study does not fit the description for latter. 
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The structure is appropriate, as far as the subjections are concerned, if it is not a requirement for the journal, consent and ethical approval subsections should either be merged with material and methods or mentioned following that section rather than at the end. 
	

	Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

(Please write few sentences regarding this manuscript to justify your answer)


	Considering the results mentioned, and comparison with similar studies in the said area showing similar results, the manuscript seems scientifically correct. However, a statistician should cross-check all calculations and results to make sure there is no room for error, apart from that the manuscript seems scientifically correct and appropriate. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.


	The references seem sufficient and appropriate, and quote data from recent and prior studies. However, reference #23, needs to be re-evaluated with regard to its relevance to this manuscript, since it comments on topics not explored in this study, further comments have been added to the manuscript. 
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language is simple, and reader-friendly, which is appreciated. However, the text needs to be proofread for punctuation, spelling, grammar (tenses, correct verbs, adverbs), and alternate words, because there are some repetitions and a few phrases are used over and over again. This will take the text up a notch and make it more fitting for the target audience. 
SEE ATTACHMENT

	

	Optional/General comments


	The effort put into the study is evident and commendable. However, it needs corrections and alterations to make it concise, suitable, and comprehensive. The tables and figures need to be fixed since 2 different variables are depicted in a single diagram, which are not inter-connected. E.G: fig.2 and table 4. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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