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 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 

 

1. Pregnancy outcomes are not evaluated in the study, 

although it is mentioned  in manuscript  “with good 

perinatal outcome.” 

2. How was the sample size calculated. 

3. Other studies done in the same geographical region with 

larger sample size show contradictory findings. 

4. Methodology needs to be elaborated. 

5. Inclusion criteria, settings, location and relevant dates 

are not mentioned in methodology. 

6. Similarly follow-up and data collection procedure need 

to be mentioned. 

7. Eligibility criteria needs to be elaborated. 

8. How were the patients selected. All women that is 

universal screening done in a time frame, or purposive 

sampling at a given gestational age was taken. 

9. DIPSI and WHO Criteria should be elaborated in 

methodology instead of describing  them in discussion. 

10. How were these tests performed. 

11. Associated risk factors like BMI, age, Parity which will be 

potential confounders and effect modifiers are not taken 

into account in the study. 

12. Follow up and pregnancy outcome in both groups  is not 

mentioned. 

13. At which gestational age the patients were selected for 

screening. 

14. Studies with contradictory findings done in the same 

geographical region  should be included in the 

discussion and reasons explained. 
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