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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 
 

Nothing 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

(1) On 2nd line in "1. Introduction",  the double quotation mark in ' the facts they contain”'is 
not closed. 
(2) On 4th line in "1. Introduction",  "presentthe" should be replaced with "present the". 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

I suppose that, in this paper, when the response variable is height for example, the 
predictive variables are skin, amc, muac, and weight. This sort of explanation would make 
this paper more instructive. Moreover, I do not understand how the predictive variable 
obtained by Eq.(9) leads to the response variable. In other words, I do not find the 
regression equation for estimating the value of the response variable using the value of 

. If you could add explanation on this matter, this paper would be more informative. 
 
 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 
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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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