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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
To authors, 
The theme is interesting. I have some advice. 
1. The study number was small. Please indicate whether this small number can conclude 

something. 
2. Please define “stunted neonates” in this study. Please describe its criteria. If it was 

height 48 cm or less, then, state it in Materials.  
3. Conclusion: you wrote, “Therefore, based on this study, it has been shown that, Pyd in 

the urine can be utilized as a potential indicator of stunting among neonates.”. This 
should be, for example, “ Pyd was significantly higher in the urine from stuted neonates 
than non-stunted neonates. Urine Pyd may become a candidate of a marker of stunted 
neonates. Further study on a large population is necessary”.   

4. English should be edited extensively. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Yes, even though the small number of participants/babies, the results 
shows significance statistically. 

 

Calculation of samples were done via Fisher =  

[Ariawan (1997) ] 

 

 
 

r = coefficient correlation  0.44 (Branca et al. 1992) 

and calculation of sample size were done this way: 

 

 
 

n= number of samples 

 

Calculated using using Fisher:  
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2. Already included – in yellow  highlight 
 

3. Already edited  - in yellow highlight 
 

4. We used grammarly 
Minor REVISION comments 
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