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Major comment: 
Unfortunately, the authors did not revise appropriately to the questions raised. The most important problem, 
which still exists, is that the purpose of the study is unclear: whether to compare something between HA and 
PCOS groups or to find psychological variables related to underreporting of energy intake. The title says 
That the purpose is the latter. But the result was stated very briefly only in the text (neither in tables nor in 
figures). The analysis was very rough without any consideration of confounding factors. In the authors’ reply, 
they said that they had two purposes. If so, the analyses were too rough and too careless for both 
purposes. As a consequence, they failed to give any answers to both questions raised by themselves 
because of the rough analyses. 
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