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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 focus of this manuscript on migratory women workers in sugarcane harvesting in Karnataka, India, who suffer extreme vulnerabilities in the course of their labour, makes it of significant importance. The Multidimensional focus of the investigation: reproductive health, quality of life and nutritional status constitutes a significant contribution to the literature. 
	





PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	2/5
The title is too broad and does not give a clear picture of what is being “predicted”
It would benefit from reformulation, such as Predictors of Quality of Life, Reproductive Health and nutritional status among migratory women workers in sugarcane harvesting: A study from Karnataka, India. 
	

	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
	3/5

The abstract should include a bit of; the study design/geographical setting and justification for the tools chosen. Follow this structure: Background/methods/Results/Conclusion.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5
Suggested addition; occupational Health, seasonal migrations, Karnataka
	

	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
	3/5
The background/introduction would benefit from the inclusion of the WHO social determinants of health and migration health frameworks. Also, including some benchmarks on women’s health from the general population in Karnataka.
	

	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
	2/5
This study appears to be a descriptive-analytical study, and this needs to be stated; thus, probably the reason no hypothesis was stated. The author needs to clarify and justify this. However, it would be beneficial for the author to state explicitly 2 or 3 objectives or research questions at the end of the introduction. 
	

	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
	2/5
Only 14 references 
The manuscript will benefit from more contemporary citations (2023/2024/2025), given that this is an important issue that is receiving attention from researchers across different fields of study. Check for literature on agricultural migrants 
	

	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
	3/5
The hierarchical regression approach is conceptually appropriate. But the methodology needs to be expounded more. 
	

	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
	1/5
No statement on ethical approval. It will be good to describe the informed consent process, etc.  
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      3/5
Descriptive findings are very clear. 
Please check the regression tables for errors

	

	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
	       3/5

Tables are relevant; just double-check the tables for inconsistencies and errors.
No figures are used in this manuscript, which is why it would be important to use a conceptual framework (WHO Determinants of Health/migrant health framework) to strengthen the paper and use any of them as diagrams/figures.
	

	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
	        3/5
Yes, the discussion cited relevant studies. However, the discussion can be strengthened by relating each model's findings to a more balanced mix of agreement and critical analysis citations. Also important to cite where available contradictory evidence.
	

	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
	        3/5
Yes, the descriptive findings support the conclusions 
	

	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
	         1/5
No limitation described. Limitations are evident from the sampling technique/self-reported data/restriction to 2 districts in Karnataka, with over 30 districts
	

	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
	        1/5
References are insufficient; try to increase them to 20 or 35. 


	

	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
	                    3/5

The language is generally comprehensible. Please use grammar correction tools to edit the manuscript.
	






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.
	No. 

It would benefit from reformulation, such as Predictors of Quality of Life, Reproductive Health and nutritional status among migratory women workers in Sugarcane Harvesting: A Study From Karnataka, India.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

Add the following:
background
Study design/methods
Geographical context
Results and conclusion/recommendation. Max should be 250 words.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. 
Some significant scientific and methodological errors are present

Negative adjusted R2 values in Table 4- nutritional status show inconsistencies- please rerun the regression for nutritional status. 

Negative standard error values is a concern -Table 2 quality of life model 3. 
The narrative mentions table 10 which does not exist.

Recheck SES findings: how possible is it for 60.5% of seasonal migrants to be upper middle class?

The lack of ethical statement is a serious concern


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. Please improve by referencing more recent literature: 2023/2024/2025.
Also, increase the number to at least 25
Remember to include DOIs.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

This manuscript investigates an important topic in the context of contemporary India, and with major revisions, I am confident that the work would make a significant contribution to occupational health literature. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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