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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

2. Introduction

widely used.

4, Material and Methods

here and there. Why?

The theme dealt here is important.

1. There are many misspelling. | will point out them only in Abstract.
Acidemia is right and not academia.
Oligohydramnios is right.
Throughout the whole manuscript, there are such mistakes here and there. Pointing out all of
them is none of the business of the reviewer. Please at least perform spell-check. Preferably, a
native paper-writing specialist should edit the one.

As to early onset vs. late onset FGR, you must cite adequate references. There are many
articles that arouse question this “conventional/traditional” concept of two types of FGR.
Especially, “symmetrical” is not always marker of early onset FGR. Now, FGR (and not IUGR) is

Hyaline membrane disease should be respiratory distress syndrome; the former is the
terminology of 3 decades ago.
3. Delete all description of Doppler history. Introduction should be reduced by 1/2.

Resistance index is right. Cite standard fetal weight normogram in Indian population.
5. Result line 144 “of” not “off”
Line 147 “12” not “twelve”. “placenta praevia” and not “placenta Praevia”. You use Capital letter

6. The findings here made have been already well known among obstetricians and practically used
very widely. At least you had better cite some recent review regarding this issue. then, state it,
and then state some significance deduced from this study.

7. English should be extensively edited. Many words are combined together, and, thus, | found
great difficulty to read this manuscript

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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