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Title: need a revision. 
Abstract:  

1. Too long, should limit according to standard. 
2. Background is too long. Objective of study was not mentioned clearly. 
3. Analysis should be done by gender. 
4. Conclusion may differ once objective is clearly stated and further analysis. 

 
Introduction: 

1. Some paragraph is not relevant to the study. 
Significant of the study must be mentioned clearly. 

 
Methodology: 

1. Information such as selection criteria, ethics approval and anthropometric 
measures were not presented. 

 
Results and discussion: 

1. Analysis for between gender should be done, therefore results and 
discussion should be more relevant. 

2. Overall discussion is not in depth, too general and some are not related. 
 
Limitations of the study: please highlight this 
Conclusion and recommendation: Please re do according to gender differences. 
 
General comments: 

1. Please see attachment for detailed comments. 
2. Please check typo errors as indicated in the attachment. 

 

 
Title: need a revision. 
Abstract:  

5. Reduced to 300 words 
6. Reduced. 

 
Introduction: 

corrected 
 
Methodology: 

2. presented 
 
Results and discussion: 

3. corrected 
 
gender different is not needed . 
 
General comments: 

3. corrected. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
This article has no evidence that ethics approval has been obtained, since 
sample are human subjects, therefore it is necessary to obtain one. 
 

 Yes there is both consent and ethical approval for the study. Find attached 
 
 

 
 


