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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.


	This minireview addresses a critical public health issue, sarcopenia, which affects a growing elderly population worldwide and leads to increased frailty, disability, and healthcare costs. By synthesizing evidence on the synergistic effects of protein intake and exercise, it provides valuable insights for clinicians, nutritionists, and gerontologists to develop evidence-based interventions for healthy aging. The manuscript highlights the limitations of isolated approaches and emphasizes integrated strategies, contributing to the ongoing discourse on preventive measures against age-related muscle decline. Overall, it serves as a useful resource for researchers and practitioners aiming to promote independence and quality of life in older adults.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable as it accurately reflects the content focusing on the combined roles of protein intake and exercise in addressing sarcopenia in older adults.


	

	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 comprehensive, covering the definition, causes, interventions, and key findings. However, it could benefit from briefly mentioning specific recommendations on protein types (e.g., animal vs. plant-based) and exercise modalities to align more closely with the manuscript's discussions. No deletions are suggested, but ensuring consistency in terminology (e.g., "complementary" vs. "synergistic") would improve clarity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall, drawing from reputable sources and presenting a balanced review of the literature. However, there are minor inaccuracies: for instance, the abbreviation MPS is listed as "Multiple Protein System" in the abbreviations section, but it should be "Muscle Protein Synthesis" based on standard usage in the field. Additionally, some citations appear mismatched—e.g., reference [5] (van Loon, 2014) is cited for early vs. delayed resistance exercise, but the reference title suggests a focus on protein ingestion during exercise, which does not align with the described content. These should be verified and corrected. The conclusions are well-supported by the referenced studies.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient in number (32) and mostly recent (2014–2024), covering a range of reviews, RCTs, and epidemiological studies. However, some DOIs are incomplete or missing (e.g., [8], [16], [27]). To enhance the section on gut microbiota, consider adding: Ni Lochlainn, M., et al. (2021). "Gut microbiome and sarcopenia: mechanisms and clinical application." Nature Reviews Gastroenterology & Hepatology, 18(12), 886-896. For sex differences in anabolic resistance, add: Smith, G.I., et al. (2012). "Differences in muscle protein synthesis and anabolic signaling in the postabsorptive state and in response to food in 65–80 year old men and women." PLoS One, 7(3), e33784.


	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are some awkward phrasings, run-on sentences, and minor grammatical errors (e.g., "supplies derived from plants as opposed to animals" could be "plant- versus animal-derived sources"). Proofreading is recommended to improve readability and flow.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, but section 4.1 appears truncated in the provided document—ensure the full text is included. Figures or tables summarizing key studies (e.g., protein intake recommendations or exercise types) could enhance the review's utility. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues identified. The review appropriately cites sources and does not involve original human or animal data.
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