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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.

	This publication is significant for the scientific community since it presents a complete and up-to-date summary of the multifactorial nature of polycystic ovarian syndrome (PCOS), the primary cause of female infertility globally. By combining epidemiological data, pathophysiological mechanisms, and developing management strategies, it improves our understanding of PCOS as a complex metabolic and psychological illness. The study emphasizes the importance of a precision medicine strategy, which focuses on tailored therapy and lifestyle interventions to improve patient outcomes. Furthermore, the book raises public health awareness by addressing the increased prevalence of PCOS, particularly in India, and thereby guiding future research and treatment practices.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	EXCELLENT – 5
The title "polycystic ovarian syndrome: A Leading Cause of Female Infertility" is clear, succinct, and appropriately describes the manuscript's central theme. It clearly expresses both the disorder (PCOS) and its principal clinical significance (female infertility), making it accessible to a wide scientific audience. Furthermore, the title is adequately connected with the content of the review and is appropriate for indexing and retrieval in academic databases.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the manuscript's key points, such as PCOS prevalence, clinical features, pathophysiology, and management. It clearly emphasizes the importance of PCOS as a major cause of female infertility and reflects the scope of the study. However, it could be further improved by slightly refining structure and conciseness, and by explicitly stating the objective and key conclusions to enhance clarity and impact.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = good.

The keywords appear to be pertinent to the manuscript's core themes and topic area, hence aiding indexing and discoverability. However, they might be enhanced by integrating more standardized terminology (for example, MeSH terms) and minimizing repetition or too broad words. Refinement for specificity and the use of readily searchable vocabulary would increase their effectiveness.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = good.
The background information is generally adequate, providing a clear context for the investigation. It introduces crucial topics in an acceptable manner and establishes the topic's significance. The organization is logical, allowing the reader to follow the sequence of thoughts. However, it might be improved by including more recent research evidence, a clearer correlation between concepts, and a more focused transition to the study's goal.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = good.

The objectives are clearly stated, and they effectively represent the study's intent. They are related to the research issue and are consistent with the context supplied. However, they could be enhanced by being more detailed, quantitative, and explicitly tied to the study's results or hypotheses.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = good.

The literature review is relevant to the issue and contains significant references that back up the investigation. It exhibits knowledge of the subject and aids in defining the research setting. However, it may be enhanced by include more recent studies, critically examining the existing literature rather than just presenting it, and clearly indicating gaps that warrant the current study.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = satisfactory.
The review includes significant studies, but there is insufficient coverage of recent publications. Including up-to-date references (from the last five years) would increase its scientific significance.

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = satisfactory.
The technique is presented, but there is insufficient explanation about the databases searched, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and search strategy. Increased transparency would improve reproducibility.

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = satisfactory.
The review is mainly descriptive. A more thorough critical appraisal of the findings, strengths, and limitations of the listed studies will improve its academic rigor.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = satisfactory.
Some gaps are indicated, but not clearly or consistently highlighted. A clear description of research gaps and future directions is required.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = good.
The results are largely in line with the supplied literature and reasoning. However, a tighter link between aims and significant findings would improve clarity.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs improvement.
The constraints are either briefly mentioned or inadequately handled. A separate section on methodological and conceptual limits is needed.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = good.
Most references are from respectable, peer-reviewed sources. The inclusion of more high-impact and recently indexed journals would improve overall quality.
	

	14. 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
	Rating: 4 = good.
The manuscript is typically straightforward and understandable. Minor grammar changes and better sentence structure would also improve readability.
	





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.
	YES
The title is appropriate and reflects the core theme of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Improve the organization of the abstract by including crucial components including background, objective, approach, findings, and conclusion. The inclusion of results or critical insights would increase clarity and effect.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
To reinforce the scientific foundation, consider include more recent studies (ideally within the previous 5 years) and increasing citations from peer-reviewed journals.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No.
There are no evident ethical considerations in the manuscript.
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
 The general framework is adequate, and the content indicates a solid grasp of classical topics. However, the work may benefit from various changes, including a more extensive and systematic literature search approach, the inclusion of recent peer-reviewed research, and a more critical interpretation of the reviewed literature.

Furthermore, the paper's scientific value should be enhanced by explicitly identifying research gaps and future goals. The abstract should be better structured, with a separate section explaining constraints. Minor changes to language and grammar are also suggested to increase clarity and readability. Overall, the work has good promise but needs to be revised moderately before it can be considered for publication.

The paper has a strong intellectual base and relevance, but it requires major improvements in literature updating, critical analysis, methodological clarity, and presentation before it is ready for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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