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	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.


	Postpartum haemorrhage remains the leading cause of maternal mortality specially in low income countries. It can occur unpredictably and can rapidly progress leading to life threatening blood loss. Preventive strategies like active management of 3rd stage of labour (AMTL), prophylactic uterotonics and bundle approach has been used successfully to reduce the incidence of PPH.



	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The tittle of the manuscript is concise, clear and  reflects the objective of the study and hence seems appropriate
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract adequately summarizes the objective, methodology, key results and conclusion of the study. It doesn’t require any changes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes the manuscript has clearly defined objectives, detailed methodology, sufficient statistical analysis and conclusion that is evidence based and consistent with established knowledge pertinent to the topic.  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Although sufficient references are mentioned, but most of them are more than 5 years old, therefore I suggest to include some new and local references. The references numbers are not given which may be used in text in spite of writing author’s names. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Though the language is fair at most of the places, it may be further improvised. Few sentences and words are highlighted in the manuscript which may be revised for grammatical mistakes and rephrasing or use of alternative words to give a better impact.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is written on a very important obstetric topic which mostly fulfils qualities of a good research paper. The language is mostly clear and legible, though there is a place to make it more effective by having a second look on the language used at some places highlighted on manuscript. Abstract is clearly written and summarizes the study sections nicely. 

Introduction may include the burden of the disease specially in low income countries with recent statistics available and strategies for management giving the strong rationale of the study.

Methodology is written in sufficient details, but it is not clear that weather the placebo was made by any other hospital pharmacy or the study site. The reason of keeping 3 tablets in envelop is not mentioned, while only two were used in the study. According to WHO and RCOG guidelines only 10 iu of oxytocin is used for prophylaxis against PPH, it is not mentioned if using oxytocin infusion with the bolus dose is their local protocol. 
Results are nicely explained, though some duplication of results in text and tables is noticed which is highlighted and may be corrected. 
Discussion is comprehensive and includes the comparison with different international studies.  It is noticed that limitations of the study and any future recommendations are not included which may be added to further strengthen the study. I suggest that the details of method of checking blood and equipment description may be omitted as it seems unnecessary in discussion. References used are not numbered and mostly are more than 5 years old. I suggest to number the references and include some new and local references.
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