Resposta a comentários do revisor A:
Os autores agradecem os comentários e reviram o texto de acordo com os mesmos. 
Relativamente aos pontos apresentados:

10 – Apesar do intervalo interpartal ter sido apresentado na tabela 1, não foi incluído na regressão logística uma vez que entre as 80 grávidas multiparas, apenas 8 apresentaram um interval interpartal inferior a um ano, o que se considerou insuficiente para aplicação da análise de regressão logística.
11 – As definições de BMI e de Hb foram acrescentadas nas tabelas.
13 – Este estudo foi conduzido na Consulta Pré-Natal do Hospital, incluindo apenas mulheres saudáveis, com gestações sem patologia materno-fetal. Apesar disto, mais estudos devem ser realizados, preferencialmente em Centros de Saúde de todo o país, por forma a poder aplicar-se, com segurança, os resultados  obtidos à população em geral.
Response to Reviewer C comments:
The authors appreciate the reviewers’ comments and have revised the manuscript. 
Title: 

The title describes adequately the manuscript.

Abstract:

The abstract reflects and summarizes the contents of the manuscript rightly. The item “introduction” could provide a little more information.

· More information was provided in the item “Introduction”, without exceeding the word count limit.

Introduction: 

The introduction is well presented and the bibliography used is relevant and updated. The relevance of the study is adequately emphasized and the rationale for its development is based on current needs related to care of pregnant women with anemia. The objectives are clearly described.

· The authors appreciate this comment.

Methods:

1. The study should be written in accordance to the internationally acknowledged CONSORT criteria (see AMP Guidelines).

· The CONSORT criteria should be applied to randomized controlled clinical trials. Therefore, this doesn’t apply to our study: “CONSORT stands for Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials and encompasses various initiatives developed by the CONSORT Group to alleviate the problems arising from inadequate reporting of randomized controlled trials”
2. The protocol number of the approval document of the study by the Hospital’s Ethics Committee should be added.

· The authors have added the protocol number of the approval document – 936/12.
3. The hospital features where the study was developed should be described, such as number of bed units, which number of pregnant women the hospital serves, the features of pregnant women population and health system.

· The authors have added information regarding the hospital features.

4. The ferritin measurement method is missing.

· The authors have added the ferritin measurement method (quimiluminescent assay).
5. The primary and secondary outcomes could be described more clearly.

· The objective was to evaluate the prevalence of maternal anemia and its potential risks factors. Additionally, the authors propose to evaluate the group of women with severe iron depletion. Therefore, the outcomes of this study have been described more clearly.

6. The appropriate sample size calculation is not demonstrated.

· The authors have added the sample size calculation: n=90.
7. The study design and methodology are appropriate to its objectives. There are not obvious methodological failures. The statistical method is accurate.

· The authors appreciate the above comment.

Results:

1. Table 1 data should not be described again in the text. Choose table or text to describe them.

· The authors have revised this item.

2. There is a misconception in describing the results of Table 2 in the text. The sub- analysis between women with normal SF and severe iron deficiency (SF<15mg/L) shows significant differences related to the hemoglobin level at the 1st trimester of pregnancy.

· The authors appreciate this comment and have revised this item.

3. The tables are legible. There are some words represented by abbreviations that need to be clarified in Tables 1 and 2 footnotes. The titles of the tables should contain more information about the study. They could be more complete.

· The authors have revised this item. The authors haven’t add more information to the titles of the table as the main results are described in the text.
Discussion:

1. The discussion explains the relevance of the results and shows the limitations of the study.

· The authors appreciate this comment.
2. There is a situation that could be further exploited: the sample size may be insufficient to show significance of some risk factors for iron depletion and/or anemia. Furthermore, the authors do not suggest any areas in need of further study.

· The authors appreciate this comment and have revised this item.
References:

The literature review is adequate and has good quality. References need to be revised as some of them do not follow AMP’s style.
· The references have been revised according to the AMP’s style.
