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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
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The manuscript is important to the scientific community in that it adds to the body of
knowledge about fetal weight estimation which is very important in decision making
in obstetrics.

The title of the article is adequate

The abstract is comprehensive

The subsections and structure of the manuscript is adequate except for the
methodology section. The authors need to state who did the measurements clinically
and sonologically and the level of competence. Also if one person did the
measurements or different people. Also in the discussion section, the authors did
not mention any drawbacks to their study

The manuscript is scientifically correct

The references are sufficient but not recent. Only 3 references were written in the
last 5 years
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

The language quality is suitable for scholarly communication
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