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1. Specify duration of study  & data analysis  in methodology 
2. In Table No I pregnancy sub heading can be changed to gestational 

age 
 Marital status subheading can be changed to gravida , Can give two 
options in gravid as primigravida  and multigravida. since marital 
status means married , unmarried 

3. There is no attempt at statistical analysis of data. 
4. Spelling correction  in figure No. 2 i.e women with new husband 
5.  In result section only mention highest and lowest values, since the 

entire data is captured in result column. So avoid repetition. 
6. In  graph figure should be mentioned in descending order 
7. The discussion appears very repetitive (i.e results repeated again).  
8. The study limitations need to be explained more fully. 
9.  References are listed with inconsistent format 
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As per the guideline of editorial office we have follow VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
Kindly see the following link: http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20  
 

 

 

 

 


