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



	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.


	Very relevant topic addressing critical maternal health issue particularly in developing countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes the topic is fine. But the authors may consider to add more words to it to make it more discoverable. Eg ‘Factors influencing perceptions and acceptance of, …’
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is well structured and provides a clear summary of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Yes, it is. The introduction is well written and establishes a strong background for the study.

2. I noticed the methodology is written in future tense as though it’s a protocol. The authors should review that.

3. Sampling for the nth pregnant women should be well explained.

4. The authors should indicate if the questionnaire they used was validated or not, or if it were pretested, and how some variables were operationalised, e.g. how was ‘perception’ variable defined here. 
5. Table reads ‘Socio-economic…, consider ‘Socio-demographic and economic…

6. Table 5 has very key findings – Husband disapproval (64.7%). Authors may wish to discuss these in the discussion section.

7. For clarity, I advise authors to consider presenting Odd ratio and CI in some models.

8. The results section is overly texted. Most of the narration is redundant and not relevant. E.g. no need to list all percentages for age groups, simply state the majority age range.

9. Dissusion section is missing. It is requisite to include it and discuss the results.

10. The conclusions and recommendations are broad, consider streamlining them to the results of this study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes that’s fine.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes, but the authors need to revise the entire manuscript and improve the grammar, technical language and correct the past tense.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is good overall, just needs further refining.
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