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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 advices.

1. Title is wrong. “anomalys” should be “anomalies”.

2. This is a “study protocol”. Write so in the abstract. You here and there used
“past tense” and at the same time “future tense”: this may cause troubles.

3. You state in Discussion, “Although the psychological impacts of pregnancy
termination due to fetal anomaly has been studied before but the specific needs
and the required support for this population has not yet fully determined.” You
also state in Introduction that such study has not yet been performed in “Iran”.
Then, in other countries other than Iran, such kind of study has been already
performed: the context indicates so. Then, please cite some references. Please
write whether you will make (have made) some contrivance that is “Iran
specific”.

1-We revised this item in the text.
2- We revised this item in the text.
3- We revised these items in the text and cited some references.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

We revised this item in the text.

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper.
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