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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Suying Chang 
UNICEF China office 
 
No conflict of interest 

REVIEW RETURNED 23-Jul-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Exclusive breast feeding rate is low in China. The sales the formaula 
in China has been increasing significanly in the past 20 years. 
Breastfeeing has been comprimised by the promotion of formula. It 
has been reported that formula fed children grows faster than 
breastfed children in terms of height and weight.  
The feeding practise could be one of the reasons for the different of 
the China growth charts and WHO growth standards.  
The authors should have one paragragh to discuss about it.  
 
I suggest the authors to discuss. 

 

REVIEWER Madarina Julia 
Medical Faculty, Universitas Gadja Mada. Yogyakarta, Indonesia 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The strength of this paper:  
 
The data, although quite old, seemed to represent Chinese children 
of that period (year 2002).  
Beside anthropometric measurements, there seemed to be detailed 
information on the gender and the age of the children.  
 
Limitation:  
The data were only very superficially analysed so it is difficult for 
readers to appreciate the importance of the information. For 
example, the prevalence of stunting, underweight, wasting and 
overweight or obesity was fluctuating across age groups, and so 
was the discrepancy between the two growth charts. Without looking 
at the data more closely it is difficult for readers to get insight of what 
is really happening.  
 
I am sorry but I think this paper need extensive rewriting. It failed to 
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reveal the potency the data might bring. 
 
The strength of this paper:  
 
The data, although quite old, seemed to represent Chinese children 
of that period (year 2002).  
Beside anthropometric measurements, there seemed to be detailed 
information on the gender and the age of the children.  
 
Limitation:  
 
The data were only very superficially analysed so it is difficult for 
readers to appreciate the importance of the information. For 
example, the prevalence of stunting, underweight, wasting and 
overweight or obesity was fluctuating across age groups, and so 
was the discrepancy between the two growth charts. Without looking 
at the data more closely it is difficult for readers to get insight of what 
is really happening. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1:  

 

Exclusive breast feeding rate is low in China. The sales the formaula in China has been increasing 

significanly in the past 20 years. Breastfeeing has been comprimised by the promotion of formula. It 

has been reported that formula fed children grows faster than breastfed children in terms of height 

and weight.  

The feeding practise could be one of the reasons for the different of the China growth charts and 

WHO growth standards.  

The authors should have one paragragh to discuss about it.  

I suggest the authors to discuss.  

 

 

Response:  

We agree with the reviewer’s comments and add discussions in lines 280-292, which were highlighted 

in yellow (page 13).  

 

 

REVIEWER 2:  

 

The strength of this paper:  

The data, although quite old, seemed to represent Chinese children of that period (year 2002).  

Beside anthropometric measurements, there seemed to be detailed information on the gender and 

the age of the children.  

 

Limitation:  

The data were only very superficially analysed so it is difficult for readers to appreciate the importance 

of the information. For example, the prevalence of stunting, underweight, wasting and overweight or 

obesity was fluctuating across age groups, and so was the discrepancy between the two growth 

charts. Without looking at the data more closely it is difficult for readers to get insight of what is really 

happening.  
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Response: We added more clarification for comparing the prevalence of stunting, underweight, 

wasting and overweight between the two growth charts (page 10, lines 215-218; page 11, lines 228-

230; lines 238-239; and lines 246-247). Overall, the prevalence of underweight and wasting was 

greater regardless of age and gender when Chinese growth charts were used. Although there were 

not statistically significant for some comparisons, the direction was same for these comparisons. The 

prevalence of stunting was greater for both genders aged 36-60 months when Chinese growth charts 

were used, which was supported by other studies in Poland and German. The prevalence of obesity 

was higher for boys when WHO grow charts were used in general, even though some comparisons 

were not statistically significant.  

 

As stated in the limitation section (page 16, lines 346-349), the purpose of the current study is not to 

identify the causes of the difference between the two growth charts. The back-to-back comparison 

between the two growth charts could provide direct evidence for selecting growth charts practically. 
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