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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	While this paper tackles a crucial topic in maternal health—specifically how energy intake, metabolic rate, total expenditure, and physical activity vary across different maternal body types, the current draft needs significant refinement. Comparing women with below-normal versus normal anthropometric profiles offers valuable potential for spotting at-risk mothers who need targeted nutritional support. Before we can trust these findings, the paper needs much clearer explanations of its methodology, group classifications, energy formulas, statistical analysis, and data consistency. TABLE 1
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rate 4-Good.
This is an appropriate study, with identified study population and variables. Some words like “varied” needs to be capitalized.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rate 4-good
The abstract covers the core basics well, objective, sample size, sampling strategy, main variables, and key findings. That said, the second-trimester energy intake for BN group has a noticeable formatting or numerical error that needs fixing. To make the abstract stronger, explicitly state the study design, clearly define how the anthropometric groups were categorized, and present the main statistical results with a bit more precision
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rate 5 – excellent 
Well, captured
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2- needs improvement 
The research gap needs to be clearly shown and what previous studies have done.
The last paragraph of the introduction needs to be cited.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2- needs improvement 
The objectives either primary or secondary needs to be clearly shown
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3- satisfactory
The manuscript has able to capture some of the recent studies with even systematic reviews. However, more recent studies should be added and all the reference verified before publishing
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3- satisfactory
The cross-sectional design is appropriate for describing energy intake, energy expenditure and physical activity patterns. However, important methodological details require clarification. The paper doesn't clearly explain how participants were sorted into the below-normal and normal groups. Just as importantly, it leaves out the specific formulas and procedures used to calculate BMR, TEE, energy intake, and energy balance, which makes it impossible to replicate. The authors also need to justify why they chose purposive sampling, explain how they determined their sample size, and address potential selection biasness.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1- Poor
The manuscript doesn’t show any ethical consideration
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2- Needs improvement 
While the results offer solid descriptive data, several points need clearing up. Most noticeably, the participant counts don't match across tables—for instance, Table 1 lists 78 and 72 women in the below-normal group for the second and third trimesters, but Table 3 reports 56 and 44 for those same groups. The authors need to reconcile these discrepancies and explicitly state the denominators used for each analysis. Additionally, reporting exact $p$-values and confidence intervals would give a much clearer picture of the statistical comparisons.


	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-GOOD
Only the error in table 1 to be corrected 
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-Good
Well captured 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-good
It is supported
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1- Poor
The limitation of the study not provided. This needs to be relooked at
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3-satisfactory

The manuscript is generally understandable and follows a logical structure. However, there are grammatical, formatting and typographical problems, including inconsistent spacing, punctuation, capitalization and some unclear sentences. The manuscript would benefit from careful language editing and technical proofreading- example number 11 and 12
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4-good 
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The title is generally suitable and reflects the major variables, population and location. The authors may consider making “varied anthropometric profiles” more specific by indicating the criteria used to classify participants.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No – include the study design
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO- The authors should clarify participant classification, sample-size discrepancies, methods for calculating BMR and TEE, measurement of dietary energy intake and physical activity, statistical procedures, and the basis for calculating energy balance.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, Can add more recent studies 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	Yes – The manuscript involves pregnant women as human research participants, but the provided manuscript does not clearly report institutional ethical approval, ethics committee details, informed consent procedures, or participant confidentiality. The authors should include a clear ethics statement identifying the approving authority and describing informed consent and confidentiality procedures.
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