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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This study pooled data from existing literature to determine the pool estimates for the 

prevalence of anxiety among women diagnosed with gestational diabetes mellitus 

(GDM). This study is a meaningful meta-study and has been well described overall. 

However, there are some changes that need to be made. My opinion is as follows.  1. 

(Introduction) In the introduction section, the author should describe the trends in 

pre-study on GDM and depression and anxiety.  2. (Materials and Methods) "(3) 

Studies were published in English peer-reviewed journal from inception to 31 October 

2019. " In the Inclusion criteria section, is all studies before 31 October 2019 included?  3. 

Page 3, line 32: The source for the utilities (eg. Endnote programme X5 version) should 

be presented.  4. (Quality assessment) Quality assessment is very important in 

meta-research. A more specific explanation is needed for the checklist of Strongening the 

Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE).  5. (Statistical analysis) 

I suggest that the authors present a funnel plot to evaluate the publishing bias. It will 

help many scholars refer to this study in the future.  6. (Results) It is thought that there 

will be a limit to producing meaningful results in meta-research with just three studies. 

However, if few studies have been reported, I think that analyzing meta-study with 

three studies is not wrong. However, this should be described in detail as the limitations 

of the study in the Discussion section.  7. (Results) What does the arrow in Figure 2 

mean? In addition, the number of samples from one study (Beka et al., 2018) is so large 

that it greatly affects the results of meta-analysis. If you had enough previous studies, 

you can perform a subanalysis. If you analyze without one study (Beka et al., 2018), it is 

highly likely that the results of the meta-analysis will be derived differently. This should 

be fully explained as a limitation of the study in the discussion section.  8. (Discussion) 

In the first paragraph, the author overemphasized the results of meta-analysis. As noted 
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earlier (number 7), this meta-analysis has many limitations. A modification is required. 

 


