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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	1. The sample size is quite small and the study was conducted in a single center. Therefore, strong generalizations cannot be made based on only 91 participants. 
2. The study population is not clearly defined. It is unclear whether the women attending the obstetrics and gynaecology clinic were infertile, pregnant, had a history or duration of infertility, or had previous experience with ART.
3.   The sample size calculation is weakly justified. It was based on an average daily clinic attendance of 120 patients, yet data were collected over only five clinic days. Although the target sample size was 102, only 91 participants were included in the final analysis.
4) The validation of the questionnaire is insufficiently reported. Cronbach’s alpha is stated only as “>0.70,” but the exact values are not provided. In addition, the pilot study included only 10 participants, which is very limited for assessing reliability.
5 There are important statistical concerns. Some chi-square tables include small cell counts; therefore, Fisher’s exact test, exact methods, or appropriate category merging should be considered. In addition, terms such as “independent association” and “strongest predictor” are used, although no multivariable regression analysis was performed.
6.Important baseline characteristics are missing from the results. A demographic table including age, education level, income, parity, infertility history, religion, and marital status should be provided.
7.The manuscript states that financial cost was the principal barrier to ART utilization, but no detailed table or frequency distribution of the reported barriers is presented.
8.  ART is treated as a single concept throughout the manuscript. However, acceptance of IVF, ICSI, donor gametes, embryo donation, and surrogacy may differ substantially and should be evaluated separately or at least discussed more clearly.
9.  Ethical approval is mentioned, but the approval numbers and dates of the relevant ethics committees should be clearly reported.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The abstract provides a general summary of the study, but it is not sufficiently comprehensive in its current form. It should more clearly report the sampling method, the final analyzed sample size, key baseline characteristics of the participants, and the main limitations of the study. In addition, statements such as “financial cost emerged as the principal barrier” should be supported by clearly presented numerical data in the results. The conclusion should also be more cautious and should avoid overinterpretation of associations as independent effects unless appropriate multivariable analysis is performed.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The abstract gives a general overview, but it should clearly include the sampling method, final sample size, key participant characteristics, and main limitations. Claims such as cost being the main barrier should be supported with numerical data.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. The topic is relevant, but the manuscript has major methodological and statistical deficiency. The sample is small, the population is unclear, validation is insufficient, and key demographic/barrier data are missing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The references are relevant but not fully sufficient. More recent and region-specific studies from Nigeria and sub-Saharan Africa should be added, especially on ART acceptance, cost barriers, and sociocultural factors.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO major ethical issue is evident. However, the ethics approval numbers and dates should be clearly reported, and the consent process should be described more clearly.
	



Reviewer details:
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