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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 
 

I commend the authors for trying to improve maternal nutrition.  Unfortunately, they 
did not do it in this study.  Despite colourful graphs and charts, we have no useful 
data.  We have no data, period. Hard data on the consequences of diet on infants has 
been known since the post-World War studies of maternal and child health in 
populations suffering war time starvation.  Of immediate concern, the authors tell us 
nothing about their methods.  Line 25 & 83: what is a positive random sample?  How 
did they do it.  Line 294 tells us that the concerned gynaecologist approved the 
consent.  Isn’t that a conflict of interest?  Were the women free not to participate 
even though they depended on the good will of their physician.  Curious age group.  
Is this the age group that has the most children in this population? 
 

 

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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical 
issues here in details) 
Yes.  No information about consent and   
concern about conflicts of interest by the 
gynaecologist 
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