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PART 1: Review Comments

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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The theme dealt here is important. | have some advice.

1.
2.

3.

Abstract: Ret-He appears without its definition.

Abstract: Please define iron deficiency (end point). You wrote something regarding this but it is
unclear. Furthermore, diagnostic criteria should be written in Materials and not Result section.
Materials: Why did you not use TIBC or serum iron concentration to determine the presence of iron
deficiency? Please state the reason why. | assume that iron administration and transfusion prevented
these ordinary indices being a marker of iron deficiency. Please explain the situation.

Table 3 and its associated explanation are unclear. Please explain things more precisely and in a more
reader-friendly manner.

You compared three parameters to diagnose “iron deficiency”. You state that iron deficiency should be
(fundamentally or strictly speaking) diagnosed based on bone marrow findings but it requires time and
costs. Then, how did you diagnose the presence/absence of iron deficiency, an end point of this
study? The present manuscript does not explain this point well.

Native linguistic check is necessary. | wrote something that may improve paper quality.

Thank you for your comments. Corrections done.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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