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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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. Yes 
2. Yes 
3. Yes 
4. No 
5. Yes 
6. Yes 
7. Unfortunately, the writing is too week. I cannot understand what they want to say. 

For example” Maternal and child morbidity and mortality can be increased, one of them by 
the incidence of preeclampsia” or “Sampling used the simple random sampling method, 
namely random sampling based on fulfilling the inclusion criteria.”. 

And it has no cohesiveness and coherence. It jumps from one subject to another. It is 
too difficult to follow the text.  

And why it has a separate part named Literature Review?? 
The methods is not good. “The data was processed using observational analytic techniques and 
analyzed to determine the relationship between research variables through univariate, bivariate, 
and multivariate analysis”. They should read some articles as patterns to know how to write about 
the statistical analysis like the name and version of used software and the name of each test which 
has been used for each analysis. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

No 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

I think it is better to give the authors an opportunity to rewrite it. An English editing company or a 
person with good English should help them. 
 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
Yes. They should add a part to this manuscript about the ethical approval. 
Because they used personal information of patients. 
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