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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. I have some advice. 
1. If you wish to sate “where this study was performed”, state “country”. Nobody/few 

knows your institute and its description is meaningless. 
2. Abstract: methods should be written as “what you actually did” manner. You only wrote 

statistics, which is “ordinary” method. No need to write it. Write what you did. 
3. Results: No need to write all data in this detailed manner. This markedly weakens 

“what you wants to say here” (the most important findings).  
4. Conclusion last: Nobody expects that some such factors “predict” placental location. 

One can only say presence or absence of relationship between placental location and 
these factors. “Predict” sounds very peculiar. 

5. Introduction. Delete all up to line 40. You only studied on the placental location. You 
need not write “placental function” in this textbook like manner. 

6. Line 51: Cite references 
7. PL and placental location are both used. 
8. Line 57-9: parenthesis is wrong. 
9. Line 63 “examined”: the study finished and thus use past sentence. 
 
10. Delete all figures. To demonstrate such simple issues, tables are not what so ever 

needed. It only occupies the space. The shorter, the better. 
11. At last, what is your conclusion? What did you newly found here? You mentioned 

several factors that may influence the placental location in the literature but you did not 
check them here. Delete all these textbook like description.  

12. .  
The data is fundamentally “negative”. Even though negative data sometimes is useful 
but do state SIGNIFICANCE of this study.  

13. How do you apply the present findings to daily practice? 
 

 
1. Disagreed. I do not think it matters whether anybody knows my 

institution or not. Besides, this is not about my institution but a 
particular location (city) in Nigeria where the study was done. Medical 
records used for the study were obtained from a health facility located 
in that city.  It will be quite strange to go straight and state that the 
study was carried out in Nigeria without mentioning first where in 
Nigeria the study was carried out.  

2. Agreed. Effected in the manuscript. 
3. Agreed. Effected in the manuscript. 
4. Agreed. Effected in the manuscript. 
5. Agreed. Effected in the manuscript. 
6. Agreed. Effected in the manuscript. 
7. Agreed. Effected in the manuscript. 
8. Agreed. Effected in the manuscript. 
9. Agreed. Effected in the manuscript. 
10. Disagreed. Are you suggesting there should be no tables, graphs or 

charts in the presentation of my results? I have deleted table 4 since 
you would prefer the paper to be short. Please I need to get clarified 
on this. I will be willing to delete all of them if you consider my result 
presentation in tables and charts irrelevant.  

11. Agreed. Effected in the manuscript. 
12. Effected in the manuscript. 
13. Effected in the manuscript. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


