Response to Reviewer 1 Comments



Point 1: I really like your text about being cautious in interpreting effect sizes. I would strongly recommend deleting: ."....we believe that a cautious interpretation of the study findings is that the intervention had 245 “no effects” on BMI and WC". I would no interpret but leave this to the reader.

Response 1: Good point. We have deleted the sentence. Lines 243-245. 

Point 2: Please reference the following "Focus on child weight 93 status was minimized in shaping interventions because of a past intervention that was 94 considered to cause stigmatization due to weight and obesity". and perhaps define what you mean by 'shaping interventions' or reference the term.

Response 2: We have rephrased the sentence to avoid confusion using the word “shaping” (line 94). Unfortunately, no reports/publications exist regarding the previous intervention.

Point 3: Comment: readers might wonder why this publication comes 7 years after data collection so maybe put a sentence in.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Response 3: Yes, it is true – it has been delayed for too long. However, it is not unusual in these kinds of project where much energy is put in the building of the partnership, coordination of activities, and where there is a large amount of data. We prefer not to go in to details on the practical challenges after finishing the study in respect to keep the paper clear and simple. We hope for your understanding.
