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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Shamma Alam 
Dickinson College, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 29-Feb-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors do a review of an important question in the literature. It 
is clear from reading the paper that the authors do a thorough job of 
completing this review. However, I have the following concerns 
regarding the paper.  
 
While the writing does not have any grammatical error, the writing 
needs to be better organized and better written. Additionally, in 
some parts of the paper, the authors use present tense (such as in 
the introduction), and in other parts they use the past tense. 
Consistent use of tense is necessary for such articles.  
 
The authors point out that they did not find any RCTs in their review. 
However, when studying shocks, it is realistically not possible to 
have a RCT. Negative shocks cannot be randomized by 
researchers, and a baseline survey cannot be conducted before a 
truly random shock. So I would argue that the authors point out that 
they did not find any RCT.  
 
The biggest limitation I find for this paper, which is difficult for the 
authors to overcome, is that very little research has been done on 
this topic. Review papers are only relevant for topics that have 
received a lot of attention. In contrast, nutrition programs in 
response to shock is a new area of research, which is also evident 
from the authors' research. That is why it is not surprising that they 
found only about 5 relevant papers. A review paper on this topic will 
only be relevant after significant research has been done on this 
topic. At this point, the authors are not adding much to the literature.  

 

REVIEWER Jose M Rodriguez-Llanes 
Université catholique de Louvain (Centre for Research on the 
Epidemiology of Disasters, Institute of Health and Society), Belgium 

REVIEW RETURNED 11-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS REPORT 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2016-011238 on 20 S

eptem
ber 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


Thanks for the opportunity to revise the manuscript entitled “Nutrition 

interventions for children aged less than 5 years following natural 

disasters: a systematic review”. The question addressed by the 

authors, which is what nutrition intervention for under five children 

work best in the aftermath of a natural disaster, is essential to 

improve the effectiveness of current humanitarian interventions and 

development programs. However, the very scant evidence found by 

the authors and their inherent design limitations suggest that the 

manuscript should rather discuss succinctly the findings and much 

more profoundly the methodological limitations currently affecting 

these studies. Importantly, the manuscript should provide 

recommendations on the minimally sound and feasible designs in 

disaster situations to providing optimal evidence. Much more 

reflection and work is needed to make this article a suitable and 

useful piece of research. In particular, the Abstract, Strengths and 

Limitations, Introduction, Discussion and Conclusion sections 

contain a number of important issues of which the most essential are 

described in the following:  

Introduction 

The Introduction describes the link between natural disaster and 

nutritional status as factual (see first paragraph), but there are 

various systematic reviews (eg, for floods, see Ahern et al 2005; 

Alderman et al 2012) which argue exactly the opposite: that very few 

studies exist for the case of nutrition. The point of the authors is that 

it is likely acute malnutrition the major issues in emergencies. But 

most studies, which the authors do not cite, allude to stunting as the 

major issue. The authors need to elaborate much more on the scant 

available literature. The authors cited two studies using 

Demographic Health Survey (DHS) data looking at multiple shocks 

and one descriptive study after tsunami (with no control group), but 

they did not provide a balanced overview of the state of the art. This 

is important as the authors need to justify that nutrition interventions 

are particularly key in these contexts but what is the scientific and 

sound evidence on the association between natural disaster and 

nutritional status? 

The second paragraph asserts that “even in non-emergency 

situations, the prevalence of acute malnutrition is usually about 5% 

in children….”. This statement goes against our current knowledge. 

A quick look to the 2015 Joint Child Malnutrition Estimates 

(UNICEF/WHO/World Bank) provides a different picture – see here 

http://data.worldbank.org/child-malnutrition/regional-wasting-

prevalence-and-the-who-severity-levels 

In particular, some countries such as India have a prevalence of 

wasting above the critical threshold of 15% established by the WHO. 

Papers establishing the link between malnutrition and mortality might 

help the Introduction (for example, Black et al 2008, 2013 published 

in the Lancet). 

Finally, three papers (out of five) selected and analyzed in the 

systematic review (ref. numbers 10, 11, 12) are already mentioned 

in the Introduction! (see lines 45-53 in page 4).  
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Methods 

Data collection 

Given the very limited evidence found, an issue that is not obvious 

when you published the protocol, a good initiative would have been 

to look for additional sources to locate more studies: Google 

Scholar, SCOPUS, are some examples. 

I encourage the authors to read additional related research, such as 

the chapter (n° 69) Public Nutrition in Humanitarian Crises (2012) in 

Present knowledge in nutrition – 10
th
 edition (eds. Erdman JW, 

Macdonald IA, Zeisel SH). UK: John Wiley & Sons. This might be 

useful for introduction and discussion. 

Results 

In page 9, interventions are systematically discussed but only for 4 

studies. Why? 

Table 2 contains avoidable typos (cyclone “Cidr” instead of “Sidr”) 

and implausible cell content (eg, see “Wasting” column in Kumar’s 

study). More effort is needed to reduce the excessive text (see the 

column “Intervention”) and harmonize the terminology used in the 

column “Sampling method” (eg, promotional probability sampling or 

30 clusters sampling?). 

Table 2 should include timing of each measurement. We have the 

duration of the intervention but lack the information on when and 

how many times the nutritional status was assessed relative to the 

timing of each intervention. 

Discussion 

Overall, I found many inconsistencies between Table 2 and what is 

discussed in the section. The most consistent indicator, assessed in 

all five studies was wasting and then in decreasing order 

underweight (n=4), stunting (n=3) and anemia (n=2).  

This section should start with your major finding. What did you find? 

What was a striking result? (for example, the prevalence of wasting 

seemed to be consistently reduced in all five interventions) 

The discussion should follow a logical order, starting by the most 

consistent to the less robust evidence (ie, anemia). 

The major limitation of the study is the design of the collected and 

assessed studies. The effect of the intervention cannot be thus 

disentangled from the own recovery process undertake by the 

disaster-affected population. Hence, the authors need to explain this 

more clearly and propose solutions.  

This limitation is a finding on its own. The authors are showing, 

assuming they captured all the evidence, that the available research 

is not sufficient to provide an evidence-based response. At the same 

time, the discussion should be put into context of broader nutritional 

interventions in developing countries. What are the options 

available, what works in normal settings? And why disasters need 

particular evidence on what works and does not? This comment is 

also valid for the Introduction. 
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The paper also discuss prevalence of wasting and GAM, but their 

difference is not explained. 

Conclusions 

First sentence (lines 39-40) is not yet supported by the text (see 

above). The last sentence does not require to mention “meta-

analysis” yet. I think the first step is to design sound studies and 

describing “the how” more in detail should be the aim of the present 

report.  

Additional comments 

The authors should avoid to repeat their exact text as in the protocol 

published in BMJ Open and reference to this publication instead. 

That can free space to expand other sections. 

The text needs revisions to get to an acceptable standard of written 

English (see for example, page 4 lines 13, 44 or page 5 lines 54-55). 

Page 7 line 13 – famine is not a natural disaster!   

The section “Strengths and Limitations” does not reflect the study 

pros and cons and need to be re-written. 

The Abstract needs substantial revision based on the above and 

additional comments. Avoid talking about meta-analysis (see 

conclusion) as this field of research is just nascent.  

 

 

REVIEWER Shuhei Nomura 
Imperial College London, United Kingdom 

REVIEW RETURNED 15-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Authors systematically reviewed nutrition intervention studies that 
considered children aged less than 5 years in a disaster setting. The 
data presented in the paper are useful for preparedness and 
planning in nutrition response to a major disaster. However, the 
manuscript less described each included study and the structure of 
the results section makes it difficult for readers to understand overall 
picture of the included studies, although most conclusions are 
correctly drawn from the results. So authors should follow any 
guidance on the narrative synthesis of studies in order for readers' 
easier understanding.  
 
Major points:  
Line 42 to 53, Page 4:  
Authors should avoid summarizing the results of the included studies 
in the introduction section, which should be explained in the results 
section.  
 
Authors referred to some studies in the introduction section (ref 8-
13) as examples of effective post-disaster interventions on child 
nutritional status. However, ref 8-9 were not considered in the 
included studies. Did not they meet the eligibility criteria for 
inclusion?  
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Line 18, Page 9 to Line 14, Page 12:  
Authors structured the studies around many themes, such as study 
setting, type of disaster, intervention, etc. However, it makes it very 
hard to understand overall pictures of the included studies. Authors 
should probably re-organize the results section to be easier to read. 
Also, authors should create a descriptive table that summarizes 
these studies' characteristics, in order for the reader's easier 
understanding.  
 
Authors should check and refer to the following guiding paper in the 
text, which is very helpful for a systematic review study that performs 
a narrative synthesis:  
Popay j, Roberts H, Sowden A, et al. Guidance on the conduct of 
narrative synthesis in systematic Reviews. A Product from the ESRC 
Methods Programme. Version 1. Swindon: Economic and Social 
Research Council; 2006.  
 
In addition, because authors considered intervention studies, more 
information should be described in the main text or tables, including 
data collection methods, treatment/control group, sample size, 
exclusion, intervention methods, etc.  
 
Authors can check the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews 
of Interventions, which is also helpful to find what information to be 
mentioned in the text/tables:  
Cochrane handbook for dystematic reviews of interventions. In: 
Higgins J, Green S, eds. Oxford: The Cochrane Collaboration; 2011: 
http://handbook.cochrane.org/.  
 
 
Line 19, Page 14 to 26:  
Authors should further explore the study limitations, such as 
potential reporting bias, and language bias, and describe how the 
limitations influence the authors' conclusions.  
 
 
 
Minor points:  
Line 50, Page 4: Abbreviation of severe acute malnutrition is already 
defined at Line 17, Page 4  
 
Line 57, Page 6 to Line 5, Page 7: 'We agreed upon...' These 
sentences should be moved to the results section.  
 
Line 40, Page 7 to Line 47, Page 7: 'Among the included studies in 
the review,...' These sentences, including Table 1, should be moved 
to the results section.  
 
Line 11, Page 9 to Line 13, Page 9: 'All the five studies included in 
this review...' These sentences should be moved to the results 
section.  
 
Line 58, Page 9: Abbreviation of severe acute malnutrition is already 
defined at Line 17, Page 4.  
 
Table 2 should be re-formatted.  
 
Line 38, Page 12: Abbreviation of global acute malnutrition is 
already defined at Line 49, Page 4.  
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Line 39, Page 12: Abbreviation of severe acute malnutrition is 
already defined at Line 17, Page 4.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Reviewer Name: Shamma Alam  

Institution and Country: Dickinson College, USA  

Competing Interests: None  

 

The authors do a review of an important question in the literature. It is clear from reading the paper 

that the authors do a thorough job of completing this review. However, I have the following concerns 

regarding the paper.  

 

While the writing does not have any grammatical error, the writing needs to be better organized and 

better written. Additionally, in some parts of the paper, the authors use present tense (such as in the 

introduction), and in other parts they use the past tense. Consistent use of tense is necessary for 

such articles.  

Thank you for the comment. We have corrected the present tense in the introduction and used 

consistent tense throughout. We have also revised and restructured our writing.  

 

The authors point out that they did not find any RCTs in their review. However, when studying shocks, 

it is realistically not possible to have a RCT. Negative shocks cannot be randomized by researchers, 

and a baseline survey cannot be conducted before a truly random shock. So I would argue that the 

authors point out that they did not find any RCT.  

Thank you for the comment. Yes we acknowledge the fact that it is realistically not possible to have 

RCT during shock and baseline survey prior to shock cannot be conducted. We have pointed out this 

fact in the methodology section under the sub-heading Study designs.  

 

 

The biggest limitation I find for this paper, which is difficult for the authors to overcome, is that very 

little research has been done on this topic. Review papers are only relevant for topics that have 

received a lot of attention. In contrast, nutrition programs in response to shock is a new area of 

research, which is also evident from the authors' research. That is why it is not surprising that they 

found only about 5 relevant papers. A review paper on this topic will only be relevant after significant 

research has been done on this topic. At this point, the authors are not adding much to the literature.  

We agree that nutrition programs in response to shock are new areas of research which was the 

reason why we performed a systematic review. Our aim was to document the evidence on impact of 

the nutritional interventions. Our findings were limited due to lack of research papers in this area for 

which we have recommended further researches with comparison groups. Though the evidence is 

scant, yet it does suggest that interventions with positive outcomes is still possible and could be 

useful for preparedness and planning, which could still contribute to the literature. We have now 

added this in the discussion as well.  

 

Reviewer: 3  

Reviewer Name: Shuhei Nomura  

Institution and Country: Imperial College London, United Kingdom  

Competing Interests: None declared  

 

Authors systematically reviewed nutrition intervention studies that considered children aged less than 

5 years in a disaster setting. The data presented in the paper are useful for preparedness and 

planning in nutrition response to a major disaster. However, the manuscript less described each 
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included study and the structure of the results section makes it difficult for readers to understand 

overall picture of the included studies, although most conclusions are correctly drawn from the results. 

So authors should follow any guidance on the narrative synthesis of studies in order for readers' 

easier understanding.  

Thank you for the comment. We have now elaborated on each included study in the results section. 

Following guide was used for narrative synthesis as suggested: Popay j, Roberts H, Sowden A, et al. 

Guidance on the conduct of narrative synthesis in systematic Reviews. A Product from the ESRC 

Methods Programme. Version 1. Swindon: Economic and Social Research Council; 2006.  

 

Major points:  

Line 42 to 53, Page 4:  

Authors should avoid summarizing the results of the included studies in the introduction section, 

which should be explained in the results section.  

Thank you for the suggestion. We have now removed the summary of the results from the 

introduction section.  

 

Authors referred to some studies in the introduction section (ref 8-13) as examples of effective post-

disaster interventions on child nutritional status. However, ref 8-9 were not considered in the included 

studies. Did not they meet the eligibility criteria for inclusion?  

References 8-9 are articles about nutrition in emergencies and disaster preparedness, which did not 

discuss about effectiveness of a specific nutritional intervention. Thus these articles did not meet the 

eligibility and were not included.  

 

 

Line 18, Page 9 to Line 14, Page 12:  

Authors structured the studies around many themes, such as study setting, type of disaster, 

intervention, etc. However, it makes it very hard to understand overall pictures of the included studies. 

Authors should probably re-organize the results section to be easier to read. Also, authors should 

create a descriptive table that summarizes these studies' characteristics, in order for the reader's 

easier understanding.  

Thank you for the comments. We have reorganized the results section and added details  

Descriptive table summarizing the study characteristics has been included as Table 1.  

 

Authors should check and refer to the following guiding paper in the text, which is very helpful for a 

systematic review study that performs a narrative synthesis:  

Popay j, Roberts H, Sowden A, et al. Guidance on the conduct of narrative synthesis in systematic 

Reviews. A Product from the ESRC Methods Programme. Version 1. Swindon: Economic and Social 

Research Council; 2006.  

Thank you providing this valuable reference. We have referred to this guiding paper and 

acknowledged the authors and mentioned in the methods section.  

 

In addition, because authors considered intervention studies, more information should be described in 

the main text or tables, including data collection methods, treatment/control group, sample size, 

exclusion, intervention methods, etc.  

 

Authors can check the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions, which is also 

helpful to find what information to be mentioned in the text/tables:  

Cochrane handbook for dystematic reviews of interventions. In: Higgins J, Green S, eds. Oxford: The 

Cochrane Collaboration; 2011:http://handbook.cochrane.org/.  

 

Thank you for the suggestion. We have followed Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of 

Interventions and have summarized the above mentioned points in Table 1. Characteristics of the 
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included studies.  

 

Line 19, Page 14 to 26:  

Authors should further explore the study limitations, such as potential reporting bias, and language 

bias, and describe how the limitations influence the authors' conclusions.  

Thank you for the comment. These limitations have been addressed at the end of discussion section  

 

 

 

Minor points:  

Line 50, Page 4: Abbreviation of severe acute malnutrition is already defined at Line 17, Page 4  

Thank you. We have corrected the abbreviation.  

 

Line 57, Page 6 to Line 5, Page 7: 'We agreed upon...' These sentences should be moved to the 

results section.  

Thank you. We have shifted those sentences to results section  

 

Line 40, Page 7 to Line 47, Page 7: 'Among the included studies in the review,...' These sentences, 

including Table 1, should be moved to the results section.  

Thank you. Those sentences including Table 1 (now Table 2) have been moved to the results section.  

 

Line 11, Page 9 to Line 13, Page 9: 'All the five studies included in this review...' These sentences 

should be moved to the results section.  

Thank you for the comment. These sentences have been moved to results section.  

 

Line 58, Page 9: Abbreviation of severe acute malnutrition is already defined at Line 17, Page 4.  

Thank you. It has been corrected  

 

Table 2 should be re-formatted.  

We have re-formatted Table 2 (Now Table 1)  

 

Line 38, Page 12: Abbreviation of global acute malnutrition is already defined at Line 49, Page 4.  

Thank you. It has been corrected  

 

Line 39, Page 12: Abbreviation of severe acute malnutrition is already defined at Line 17, Page 4.  

Thank you. It has been corrected  

 

Reviewer: 2  

Reviewer Name: Jose M Rodriguez-Llanes  

Institution and Country: Université catholique de Louvain (Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of 

Disasters, Institute of Health and Society), Belgium  

Competing Interests: None declared.  

 

REPORT  

Thanks for the opportunity to revise the manuscript entitled “Nutrition interventions for children aged 

less than 5 years following natural disasters: a systematic review”. The question addressed by the 

authors, which is what nutrition intervention for under five children work best in the aftermath of a 

natural disaster, is essential to improve the effectiveness of current humanitarian interventions and 

development programs. However, the very scant evidence found by the authors and their inherent 

design limitations suggest that the manuscript should rather discuss succinctly the findings and much 

more profoundly the methodological limitations currently affecting these studies. Importantly, the 

manuscript should provide recommendations on the minimally sound and feasible designs in disaster 
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situations to providing optimal evidence. Much more reflection and work is needed to make this article 

a suitable and useful piece of research. In particular, the Abstract, Strengths and Limitations, 

Introduction, Discussion and Conclusion sections contain a number of important issues of which the 

most essential are described in the following:  

Introduction  

The Introduction describes the link between natural disaster and nutritional status as factual (see first 

paragraph), but there are various systematic reviews (eg, for floods, see Ahern et al 2005; Alderman 

et al 2012) which argue exactly the opposite: that very few studies exist for the case of nutrition. The 

point of the authors is that it is likely acute malnutrition the major issues in emergencies. But most 

studies, which the authors do not cite, allude to stunting as the major issue. The authors need to 

elaborate much more on the scant available literature. The authors cited two studies using 

Demographic Health Survey (DHS) data looking at multiple shocks and one descriptive study after 

tsunami (with no control group), but they did not provide a balanced overview of the state of the art. 

This is important as the authors need to justify that nutrition interventions are particularly key in these 

contexts but what is the scientific and sound evidence on the association between natural disaster 

and nutritional status?  

Thank you for the comment and the references. We have incorporated the fact that few studies exist 

which explores the association between natural disaster and nutritional status. After going through the 

suggested literature, we have also included an example for flooding which was found to be associated 

not just with stunting but also wasting among children in rural part of Eastern India.  

The second paragraph asserts that “even in non-emergency situations, the prevalence of acute 

malnutrition is usually about 5% in children….”. This statement goes against our current knowledge. A 

quick look to the 2015 Joint Child Malnutrition Estimates (UNICEF/WHO/World Bank) provides a 

different picture – see here http://data.worldbank.org/child-malnutrition/regional-wasting-prevalence-

and-the-who-severity-levels  

In particular, some countries such as India have a prevalence of wasting above the critical threshold 

of 15% established by the WHO.  

Papers establishing the link between malnutrition and mortality might help the Introduction (for 

example, Black et al 2008, 2013 published in the Lancet).  

Thank you for the comment and references. We have now revised the prevalence rate of acute 

malnutrition according to the figures in the website.  

Finally, three papers (out of five) selected and analyzed in the systematic review (ref. numbers 10, 11, 

12) are already mentioned in the Introduction! (see lines 45-53 in page 4).  

We have removed the selected papers from introduction.  

 

Methods  

Data collection  

Given the very limited evidence found, an issue that is not obvious when you published the protocol, a 

good initiative would have been to look for additional sources to locate more studies: Google Scholar, 

SCOPUS, are some examples.  

Thank you for the comment. Google Scholar was one of the sources that we had searched but 

missed to include in the previous version of the manuscript. We have included in now in the search 

strategy.  

I encourage the authors to read additional related research, such as the chapter (n° 69) Public 

Nutrition in Humanitarian Crises (2012) in Present knowledge in nutrition – 10th edition (eds. Erdman 

JW, Macdonald IA, Zeisel SH). UK: John Wiley & Sons. This might be useful for introduction and 

discussion.  

Thank you for providing a very useful reference. We have been gone through the suggested chapter 

and added important details in introduction and discussion.  

Results  

In page 9, interventions are systematically discussed but only for 4 studies. Why?  

Thank you. Interventions from all five studies are discussed now in separate paragraphs.  
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Table 2 contains avoidable typos (cyclone “Cidr” instead of “Sidr”) and implausible cell content (eg, 

see “Wasting” column in Kumar’s study). More effort is needed to reduce the excessive text (see the 

column “Intervention”) and harmonize the terminology used in the column “Sampling method” (eg, 

promotional probability sampling or 30 clusters sampling?).  

The typo has been corrected. The cell content of the table has been corrected. Excessive texts have 

been reduced and sampling terminologies have been made uniform.  

Table 2 should include timing of each measurement. We have the duration of the intervention but lack 

the information on when and how many times the nutritional status was assessed relative to the 

timing of each intervention.  

Thank you for the comment. We have now included extra column for frequency and timing of 

nutritional assessment with respect to intervention.  

Discussion  

Overall, I found many inconsistencies between Table 2 and what is discussed in the section. The 

most consistent indicator, assessed in all five studies was wasting and then in decreasing order 

underweight (n=4), stunting (n=3) and anemia (n=2).  

This section should start with your major finding. What did you find? What was a striking result? (for 

example, the prevalence of wasting seemed to be consistently reduced in all five interventions)  

The discussion should follow a logical order, starting by the most consistent to the less robust 

evidence (ie, anemia).  

Thank you for the comment. We have tried to follow the logical order and started the discussion with 

the most significant finding  

The major limitation of the study is the design of the collected and assessed studies. The effect of the 

intervention cannot be thus disentangled from the own recovery process undertake by the disaster-

affected population. Hence, the authors need to explain this more clearly and propose solutions.  

We have acknowledged these limitations. We also have proposed few ideas on how the future studies 

should be conducted in this area so that findings can be compared.  

This limitation is a finding on its own. The authors are showing, assuming they captured all the 

evidence, that the available research is not sufficient to provide an evidence-based response. At the 

same time, the discussion should be put into context of broader nutritional interventions in developing 

countries. What are the options available, what works in normal settings? And why disasters need 

particular evidence on what works and does not? This comment is also valid for the Introduction.  

Thank you for this comment. We have now revised the discussion including the limitation section. We 

have now mentioned that integrated interventions where communities are mobilized and health 

promotion activities are included could be more sustainable for resource poor settings. This has been 

mentioned in the 10th paragraph of discussion.  

The paper also discuss prevalence of wasting and GAM, but their difference is not explained.  

We have elaborated on the difference between wasting and GAM in the discussion  

Conclusions  

First sentence (lines 39-40) is not yet supported by the text (see above). The last sentence does not 

require to mention “meta-analysis” yet. I think the first step is to design sound studies and describing 

“the how” more in detail should be the aim of the present report.  

We have now revised the conclusions and removed the sentence on meta- analysis.  

Additional comments  

The authors should avoid to repeat their exact text as in the protocol published in BMJ Open and 

reference to this publication instead. That can free space to expand other sections.  

We have removed the repeated portions and added new ideas in the Introduction, Methods and 

Discussion.  

The text needs revisions to get to an acceptable standard of written English (see for example, page 4 

lines 13, 44 or page 5 lines 54-55).  

We have tried to improve the written English as much as possible.  

Page 7 line 13 – famine is not a natural disaster! Thank you. We have removed it from the list  

The section “Strengths and Limitations” does not reflect the study pros and cons and need to be re-
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written.  

We have now revised strengths and limitations highlighting pros and cons as suggested.  

 

The Abstract needs substantial revision based on the above and additional comments. Avoid talking 

about meta-analysis (see conclusion) as this field of research is just nascent.  

We have now revised the abstract section and also removed statement related to meta-analysis. 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Jose M Rodriguez-Llanes 
Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters, Institute of 
Health and Society, Université catholique de Louvain Brussels, 
Belgium 

REVIEW RETURNED 15-Jul-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thanks for taking into consideration my comments. I think the 
authors deployed an important amount of effort to address my 
concerns and improved the paper to a publishable standard.  
 
I have some additional minor corrections however:  
 
1) Please use "Probability proportional to size sampling" in Table 1 
as in the text instead of  
probability proportionate sampling, which in my searches does not 
equate PPS sampling  
 
2) You wrote in the Discussion that:  
"Thus wasting was found to be consistently reduced after majority of 
interventions. Wasting is a strong predictor of mortality among 
children under five and is a result of acute significant food 
shortage.(2)"  
 
Wasting can be a direct consequence of disease and also of lack of 
care. As such the authors should not  
write that wasting "is a result of". It sounds like it is the only factor, 
but this is not true.  
 
The English still need a bit of work. Overall, the major issue is with 
the use of definite article and indefinite articles.  
 
For example,  
 
ABSTRACT  
The most consistent nutritional outcome in all the five included 
studies was prevalence of wasting.  
 
I propose to change by  
 
The most consistent nutritional outcome in all the five included 
studies was the prevalence of wasting  
 
In  
Interventions  
"In the study from China, complementary food supplementation 
known as YingyangBao (in Chinese) was given. The ingredients of 
this supplement was as follows."  
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change "The ingredients of this supplement were as follows"  
 
IN  
 
Sampling methods  
Three of the included studies used probability proportional to size 
(PPS) methods (Sri Lanka, China and Kenya). Remaining two 
studies used stratified random sampling (India) and multistage 
random sampling (Bangladesh).  
 
"The remaining studies" sounds better than "remaining studies" in 
the sentence above.  
 
Note that these comments are to illustrate the remaining problem 
and the authors should correct this throughout the paper before 
publication. 

 

REVIEWER Shuhei Nomura 
Imperial College London, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 15-Jul-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The paper has now been substantially revised and I am satisfied 
with the answers. In particular, the results sections were well 
modified. However, I still have some concerns that should be 
addressed.  
 
Minor points:  
Line 55, Page 5: 'However, we were not able to find RCTs or cluster 
RCTs based o our PICO questions.' If no (cluster) RCTs were 
identified as a result of the database search, authors do not have to 
mention it in the methods section.  
 
 
Line 54, Page 6 to Line 4, Page 7 'The initial strategy for PubMed 
was....' I apologise that I did not pointe this concern in the previous 
manuscript, but I would appreciate it if authors could check. For the 
PubMed search, could authors try different search strategies using 
"natural disasters", rather than "natural disaster", or their 
combinations (i.e. "natural disasters" OR "natural disaster").  
 
The search strategies that Nomura et al. (2016) used in their 
systematic review paper (#ref 16) would be helpful for authors. 
Nomura et al. (2016) did not use "natural disaster" in the search 
strategies, but specified each disaster, as follows: “tsunami”[tiab] OR 
“tsunamis”[tiab] OR “Earthquakes”[MeSH] OR “earthquake”[tiab] OR 
“earthquakes”[tiab] OR “nuclear accident” OR “nuclear incident“ OR 
“nuclear accidents” OR “nuclear incidents“ OR “chemical 
hazard”[tiab] OR “chemical hazards”[tiab] OR ”biological 
hazard”[tiab] OR “biological hazards”[tiab] OR “radiological 
hazard”[tiab] OR “radiological hazards”[tiab] OR “Landslides”[MeSH] 
OR “landslides”[tiab] OR “landslide”[tiab] OR “Floods”[MeSH] OR 
“flood”[tiab] OR “floods”[tiab] OR “cyclonic storms”[MeSH] OR 
“cyclone”[tiab] OR “cyclones”[tiab] OR “hurricane”[tiab] OR 
“hurricanes”[tiab] OR “typhoon”[tiab] OR “typhoons”[tiab] OR 
“volcanic”[tiab] OR “eruption”[tiab] OR “extreme temperature”[tiab] 
OR “extreme temperatures”[tiab] OR “heat wave”[tiab] OR “heat 
waves”[tiab] OR “cold wave”[tiab] OR “cold waves”[tiab] OR “wild 
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fire”[tiab] OR “wild fires”[tiab] OR “Droughts”[MeSH] OR 
“drought”[tiab] OR “droughts”[tiab] OR “Epidemics“[MeSH] OR 
“epidemics”[tiab] OR “Pandemics“[MeSH] OR “pandemics”[tiab] OR 
“power outage”[tiab] OR “power outages”[tiab] OR “water 
disruption”[tiab] OR “water disruptions”[tiab] OR “water supply 
disruption”[tiab] OR “water supply disruptions”[tiab] OR “mass 
gathering”[tiab] OR “mass gatherings”[tiab] OR “displaced 
population”[tiab] OR “displaced populations”[tiab]'.  
 
Authors should roughly check that these different search strategies 
did not make much difference in their search results. If significant 
difference was found, authors should re-consider their search 
strategies.  
 
 
Line 18 to 20, Page 7. 'The interventions that were indirectly related 
to nutrition outcomes were excluded from the review' Could authors 
give an example intervention?  
 
 
Line 17 to 41, Page 11. 'Dong et al found a statistically significant...' 
Authors described the effect of the intervention in this paragraph. 
For readers' easier understanding, authors should explain when 
(i.e., at what time point in the study) the intervention effects were 
measured/observed for each study. 

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 2  

Reviewer Name: Jose M Rodriguez-Llanes  

Institution and Country: Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters, Institute of Health and 

Society, Université catholique de Louvain Brussels, Belgium  

Competing Interests: None declared  

 

Thanks for taking into consideration my comments. I think the authors deployed an important amount 

of effort to address my concerns and improved the paper to a publishable standard.  

 

I have some additional minor corrections however:  

 

1) Please use "Probability proportional to size sampling" in Table 1 as in the text instead of  

probability proportionate sampling, which in my searches does not equate PPS sampling  

Thank you for the comment. We have now used Probability proportional to size sampling.  

 

2) You wrote in the Discussion that:  

"Thus wasting was found to be consistently reduced after majority of interventions. Wasting is a 

strong predictor of mortality among children under five and is a result of acute significant food 

shortage.(2)"  

 

Wasting can be a direct consequence of disease and also of lack of care. As such the authors should 

not  

write that wasting "is a result of". It sounds like it is the only factor, but this is not true.  

Thank you for the comment. We have corrected the sentence as “Wasting is a strong predictor of 

mortality among children under five and could be a result of acute significant food shortage.”  

 

The English still need a bit of work. Overall, the major issue is with the use of definite article and 
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indefinite articles.  

 

For example,  

 

ABSTRACT  

The most consistent nutritional outcome in all the five included studies was prevalence of wasting.  

 

I propose to change by  

 

The most consistent nutritional outcome in all the five included studies was the prevalence of wasting  

 

In  

Interventions  

"In the study from China, complementary food supplementation known as YingyangBao (in Chinese) 

was given. The ingredients of this supplement was as follows."  

 

change "The ingredients of this supplement were as follows"  

 

IN  

 

Sampling methods  

Three of the included studies used probability proportional to size (PPS) methods (Sri Lanka, China 

and Kenya). Remaining two studies used stratified random sampling (India) and multistage random 

sampling (Bangladesh).  

 

"The remaining studies" sounds better than "remaining studies" in the sentence above.  

 

Note that these comments are to illustrate the remaining problem and the authors should correct this 

throughout the paper before publication.  

Thank you for the comment. We have incorporated the suggested corrections and remaining 

corrections of grammar in rest of the manuscript.  

 

 

Reviewer: 3  

Reviewer Name: Shuhei Nomura  

Institution and Country: Imperial College London, UK  

Competing Interests: None declared  

 

The paper has now been substantially revised and I am satisfied with the answers. In particular, the 

results sections were well modified. However, I still have some concerns that should be addressed.  

 

Minor points:  

Line 55, Page 5: 'However, we were not able to find RCTs or cluster RCTs based o our PICO 

questions.' If no (cluster) RCTs were identified as a result of the database search, authors do not 

have to mention it in the methods section  

Thank you for the comment. We have removed this sentence from the methods section.  

 

 

Line 54, Page 6 to Line 4, Page 7 'The initial strategy for PubMed was....' I apologise that I did not 

pointe this concern in the previous manuscript, but I would appreciate it if authors could check. For 

the PubMed search, could authors try different search strategies using "natural disasters", rather than 

"natural disaster", or their combinations (i.e. "natural disasters" OR "natural disaster").  
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The search strategies that Nomura et al. (2016) used in their systematic review paper (#ref 16) would 

be helpful for authors. Nomura et al. (2016) did not use "natural disaster" in the search strategies, but 

specified each disaster, as follows: “tsunami”[tiab] OR “tsunamis”[tiab] OR “Earthquakes”[MeSH] OR 

“earthquake”[tiab] OR “earthquakes”[tiab] OR “nuclear accident” OR “nuclear incident“ OR “nuclear 

accidents” OR “nuclear incidents“ OR “chemical hazard”[tiab] OR “chemical hazards”[tiab] OR 

”biological hazard”[tiab] OR “biological hazards”[tiab] OR “radiological hazard”[tiab] OR “radiological 

hazards”[tiab] OR “Landslides”[MeSH] OR “landslides”[tiab] OR “landslide”[tiab] OR “Floods”[MeSH] 

OR “flood”[tiab] OR “floods”[tiab] OR “cyclonic storms”[MeSH] OR “cyclone”[tiab] OR “cyclones”[tiab] 

OR “hurricane”[tiab] OR “hurricanes”[tiab] OR “typhoon”[tiab] OR “typhoons”[tiab] OR “volcanic”[tiab] 

OR “eruption”[tiab] OR “extreme temperature”[tiab] OR “extreme temperatures”[tiab] OR “heat 

wave”[tiab] OR “heat waves”[tiab] OR “cold wave”[tiab] OR “cold waves”[tiab] OR “wild fire”[tiab] OR 

“wild fires”[tiab] OR “Droughts”[MeSH] OR “drought”[tiab] OR “droughts”[tiab] OR “Epidemics“[MeSH] 

OR “epidemics”[tiab] OR “Pandemics“[MeSH] OR “pandemics”[tiab] OR “power outage”[tiab] OR 

“power outages”[tiab] OR “water disruption”[tiab] OR “water disruptions”[tiab] OR “water supply 

disruption”[tiab] OR “water supply disruptions”[tiab] OR “mass gathering”[tiab] OR “mass 

gatherings”[tiab] OR “displaced population”[tiab] OR “displaced populations”[tiab]'.  

 

Authors should roughly check that these different search strategies did not make much difference in 

their search results. If significant difference was found, authors should re-consider their search 

strategies.  

Thank you for the valuable suggestion. As suggested, we tried the different search strategies 

however, there was no significant difference in the search results. We have now kept the revised 

search strategy as (((((((((((((Randomized controlled trial) OR Cluster randomized controlled trial) 

AND Nutritional intervention) OR nutrition intervention) AND Natural disaster) OR natural disasters) 

AND under five) OR under 5) OR under-5) AND acute malnutrition) OR stunting) OR wasting) OR 

underweight) OR anemia  

 

 

Line 18 to 20, Page 7. 'The interventions that were indirectly related to nutrition outcomes were 

excluded from the review' Could authors give an example intervention?  

Thank you for the comment. One example of such intervention is Cash Transfers which is indirectly 

related to nutritional outcomes. We have mentioned it in the exclusion criteria.  

 

 

Line 17 to 41, Page 11. 'Dong et al found a statistically significant...' Authors described the effect of 

the intervention in this paragraph. For readers' easier understanding, authors should explain when 

(i.e., at what time point in the study) the intervention effects were measured/observed for each study.  

Thank you for the comment. We have now added the timelines in the study when the effect of 

interventions was measured. 
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